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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
PRINEVILLE DISTRICT OFFICE
P.O. Box 550 (185 East 4th Street)
Prineville, Oregon 97754

i

October 5, 1987

Dear Public Land User:
You are invited to assist the Bureau of Land Management in a planning process that is important to you and your interests

We ask for your participation in evaluating this draft of the Brothers.LaPine Resource Management Plan/Environmental impact
Statement (RMP/EIS) that has been prepared in conformance with planning procedures established under the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976.

The planning area encompassed by this document is the southern half of BLMs Prineville District including the LaPine area.
Each of the options or alternatives presented prescribe the direction for management of resources on public lands for the next
10 to 15 years. Each of the alternatives-including the preferred alternative--relates to issues many of you have helped us to
identify.

There are six resource management alternatives, each with a different emphasis. Public comment was considered in developing
and analyzing issues and alternatives in this RMP/EIS. Also considered was information supplied by local governments, known
interest groups, and data gathered from staff discussion. Before the preferred alternative was developed, suggestions were
thoroughly considered to leave management practices just as they are; to emphasize commodity production: to protect natural
values while still accommodating the production of commodities; to produce commodities while accommodating natural values
and to completely protect and enhance natural values.

The alternatives were designed primarily to resolve, in different ways, the land management issues identified in the early stages
of the planning process.

The BLM has tentatively established: resource management goals and objectives; potential land uses; levels of resource
production: land areas that can be used for multiple purposes; and lands that should be transferred, sold or exchanged.

The end product will be a Resource Management Plan (RMP) or land use plan for the 1 .1 million acres of public lands in the
Brothers LaPine Planning Area. When completed, this plan will establish specific land use allocations for recreation, areas of
critical envr'ronmental concern, wild horses, minerals, land tenure adjustments, and public access on BLM managed land in the
entire planning area.

In the LaPine area only, livestock grazing, forestry, wildlife habitat, watershed and riparian management will also be considered.
Problems or issues relating to the management of livestock grazing, forestry, wildlife habitat, watershed, and riparian resources
in the Brothers portion of the planning area were addressed and resolved in the Brothers Management Framework Plan
completed in 1982; and the Brothers Grazing Management Environmental impact Statement and Rangeland Program Summary
completed in 1983. Decisions made in these documents are in compliance with current planning regulations and are still valid.

We would appreciate you reviewing this document and giving us your written comments by January 4, 1988. BLM
employees will be available at informal public meetings to be held during the 90 day public comment period.
Meetings will be held in Prinevilie on Monday, November 2, 1987, at 7:00 p.m. at the Catholic Parish Hall; in Bend on
Wednesday, November 4, 1987, at 7:00 p.m. at the Riverhouse Motor Inn, and in LaPine on Thursday, November 5,
1987, at 7:00 p.m. at the Community Center for individuals wishing to ask questions or to present comments.

Thank you for your interest and your help in this planning effort. We anticipate your continued interest, support and
participation.

Sincerely yours,

James L. Hancock

District Manager
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Brothers/LaPine Resource .
Management Plan and
Environmental Impact
Statement -

Draft (X) Final ( ) RMP/EIS
Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management

1. Type of Action: Administrative (X) (Legislative ()

2. Abstract:This Draft Resource Management
Plan/Environmental Impact Statement discusses
resource management on 1,115,087 acres of public
land administered by the Bureau of Land Management
in the Prineville District. The Preferred Alternative
proposes to harvest timber on 34,929 acres with an
accelerated harvest level of 8 million board feet
(MMbf); forage allocations for livestock would increase
to 16,000 AUMs; wildlife habitat would be maintained
or improved. A total of approximately 28,000 acres of
public land would be considered for sale over the
planning period: and cultural, soil, water, botanical,
visual and recreational resources would be protected.

3. Six alternatives are analyzed:

>

. Emphasize Commodity Production and Enhancement
of Economic Benefits

. Emphasize Commodity Production while
Accommodating Natural Values

. Continue Existing Management (No Action)

. Preferred Alternative

. Emphasize Natural Values While Accommodating
Commodity Production

. Emphasize Natural Values
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4. The comment period will be 90 days, ending
January 4, 1988,

5. For further information contact:

Brian Cunninghame

RMP/EIS Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management, Prineville District Office
|85 East Fourth Street

P.O. Box 550

Prineville, OR 97754

Telephone (503) 447-4115




Summary

Six multiple use alternatives for the management of public
lands in the Brothers LaPine Planning Area have been
developed and analyzed in accordance with the Bureau’s
planning regulations issued undet authority of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976.

The alternatives respond to major 1ssues identified
through the planning process. They include the
management of forestland. livestock grazing. wild horses.
wildlife habitat fire, recreation, areas of critical
environmental concern. land tenure and minerals. The
purpose of the alternatives is to present and evaluate
various options for managing, protecting and enhancing
public resources.

Each alternative is a master plan that would provide a
framework within which future, more site specific
decisions would be made, such as defining the intensity
of management for various resources, developing more
site specific activity plans or issuing rights-of-way, leases
or permits.

The six alternatives considered are:

Alternative A — (Emphasize Commodity Production
and Enhancement of Economic Benefits)

1. Harvest 16 to 18 MMbf of timber annually for 6 years
in the LaPine portion from 2,000 to 3,500 acres.

2. Allocate up to 19,697 AUMSs of forage to livestock in
the LaPine portion.

3. Remove wild horses from the area in which they now
roam.

4. Meet minimum wildlife habitat requirements in
accordance with existing BLM policy.

5. Provide aggressive fire suppression for 800.000
acres. Desrgnate 300,000 acres as conditional
suppression and fire use areas.

6. Limit off-road vehicle (ORV) use on 7.000 acres:
close 1,740 acres to ORV use. Remaining acres open
to ORV. Expand Millican Valley ORV area to 85,000
acres. Manage 51.280 acres (10 high-to-moderate
quality areas) for rockhounding.

7. Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area (RNA) .

and five additional areas totalling 1,560 acres as
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs).

8. Maintain or increase public land holdings in Zone 1
(areas having national or statewide significance as
shown in Maps 4 & 5). Sell public land in agricultural
use or within the LaPine core area. Transfer to local
governments or exchange public land near Bend,
Redmond and Prineville to accommodate community
expansion,
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9. Public lands would remain open for expioration
(including geophysical) and development of mineral
resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid mineral
leasing would continue with the entire federal
reserved mineral estate and 1.115.087 acres of public
land open to exploration. subject to standard lease
requirements and stipulations. The restrictive no
surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation for fluid minerals
exploration and development would be removed.

Alternative B — (Emphasize Commodity Production
While Accommodating Natural Values)

1. Harvest 12 to 14 MMbf of timber annually for 7 years
in the LaPine portion from 1.500 to 2.500 acres.

2. Allocate up to 16,000 AUMs of forage to livestock in
the LaPine portion.

3. Manage wild horses for an average herd size of 15.
Allow wild horses to roam a 25.000 acre area.

4. Manage for 50 percent of optimum wildlife habitat
diversity.

5. Provide aggressive fire suppression on 700.000 acres.
Designate 400,000 acres as conditional suppression
and fire use areas.

6. Limit off-road vehicle (ORV) use on 39.899 acres:
close 5.240 acres. Remaining acres open for ORV
use. Expand Millican Valley ORV area to 61,000
acres. Manage 47.180 acres (6 high to moderate
quality areas) for rockhounding.

7. Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and
nine areas as ACEC’s (35,556 acres).

8. Maintain or increase public land holdings in Zone 1.
Consider exchanges in Zone 1 if lands with even
higher public value could be acquired. Authorize
existing agricultural use. Sell or lease public land in
the LaPine core area. Transfer to local governments
or exchange public land near Bend, Redmond and
Prineville as needed to accommodate community
expansion.

Public lands would remain open for exploration
(including geophysical) and development of mineral
resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid mineral
leasing would continue with the entire federal
reserved mineral estate and 1.1 15.087 acres of public
land open to exploration, subject to standard lease
requirements and stipulations. The restrictive no
surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation for fluid minerals
exploration and development would be removed.



Alternative C — (Continue Existing Management - No
“Action)

1. Harvest 7 to 9 MMbf of timber annually for 10 years in
the LaPine portion from 1,000 to 1.400 acres.

2. Allocate 3.301 AUMs of f%rage to livestock in the
LaPine portion.

3. Allow the wild horse herd size to be controlled by
natural events. Allow wild horses to roam a 17,000
acre area.

4. Manage for 50 percent of optimum wildlife habitat
diversity.

5. Provide aggressive fire suppression for approximately
1.000.000 acres. Manage 107.000 acres as
conditional suppression and fire use areas.

6. Limit off-road vehicle (ORV) use on 204,858 acres:
close 4.615 acres to ORV use. Remaining acres open
for ORV use. Millican Valley ORV area remains at
60.000 acres. Manage 45.160 acres (4 high quality
areas) for rockhounding.

7. Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area
totalling 600 acres as ACEC. Designate no other
ACEC's.

8. Retain Zone 1 lands. Consider exchange of Zone 2
and 3 lands for land with higher public values.
Authorize agricultural use where no significant
resource conflicts occur. Sell or lease public land
within the LaPine core. Transfer to local governments
or exchange public land near Bend. Redmond and
Prineville as needed for community expansion.

9. Public lands would remain open for exploration
(including geophysical) and development of mineral
resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid mineral
leasing would continue with the entire federal
reserved mineral estate and 750,467 acres of public
land open to exploration subject to standard lease
requirements and stipulations. A no surface
occupancy stipulation on 16,480 acres around
Prineville Reservoir and seasonal restrictions on
44,580 acres of deer wintering areas and 3,560 acres
of sage grouse strutting grounds would continue.
Restrictions to protect 300,000 acres of land that are
visually sensitive or of high scenic quality would be
continued.

Alternative D — (Preferred Alternative)

1. Harvest approximately 7-9 MMbf of timber annually for
7 years from 1 .000 to 1,400 acres in the LaPine
portion.

2. Allocate up to 16,000 AUMs of forage to livestock in
the LaPine portion.

Vi

Remove all wild horses.
Provide optimum habitat diversity for wildlife. -
Provide aggressive fire suppression for 500.000

acres. Designate 600.000 as conditional suppreg
and fire use areas. ‘

Limit off-road vehicle use on 267,076 acres: close
10,722 acres to ORV use. Remaining acres open to
ORYV use. Expand Millican Valley ORV area to 65,000
acres. Manage 47,180 acres (6 high to moderate
quality areas) for rockhounding.

Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and 14
areas totalling 36,916 acres as ACEC'’s. Designate
three areas totalling 1,565 acres as RNAs.

Maintain or increase public land holdings in Zone 1
and 2. Exchange or sell Zone 3 lands if they meet
FLPMA criteria. Authorize agricultural use of public
land if no conflict with public values exists. Exchange.
lease or sell land in the LaPine core area. Transfer to
local governments or exchange public land near Bend,
Redmond and Prineville as needed to accommodate
community expansion.

Public lands would remain open for exploration
(including geophysical) and development of mineral
resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid mineral
leasing would continue with the entire federal
reserved mineral estate and 750,467 acres of public
land open to exploration subject to standard lease
requirements and stipulations. A no surface
occupancy stipulation on 16,480 acres around
Prineville Reservoir and seasonal restrictions on
44,580 acres of deer wintering areas and 3,560 acres
of sage grouse strutting grounds would continue.
Restrictions to protect 300.000 acres of land that are
visually sensitive or of high scenic quality would be
continued. Exceptions to the no surface occupancy
and visual restriction would be evaluated using the
following criteria:

(1) Evidence of exploration or similar activities would
not be visible from the surface of Prineville
Reservoir or other high public use areas such as
county roads, state and federal highways,
recreation areas or communities within the
planning area.

(2) All activities involving exploration would use
existing roads to- the fullest extent possible.

(3) Any proposed exploratory drilling pad or road
construction for access to a drilling site would be
sited to avoid canyon slopes, areas with highly
erosive soils and areas of high visibility. In these
areas roads and drilling sites would be fully
rehabilitated when operations have been

completed. ‘




(4) All activities would be carried out so as to
" maintain or enhance soil stability.

Alternative E — (Emphasize Natural Values While
Accommodating Commodity Production)

1. Harvest 7 to 9 MMbf of timber annually for 8 years in
the LaPine pprtion from approximately 1,000 to 1.400
acres.

2. Allocate 2,996 AUMs of forage to livestock in the
LaPine portion.

3. Manage for a wild horse herd size of 50. Allow horses
to roam a 25,000-acre area.

4. Provide optimum wildlife habitat diversity.

5. Provide aggressive fire suppression on 500,000 acres.
Designate 600.000 acres as conditional suppression
and fire use areas.

6. Limit off-road vehicle (ORV) use on 276,996 acres;
close 12,102 acres to ORV use. Remaining acres
open to ORV use. Millican Valley ORYV area reduced
to 53,000 acres. Manage 42.600 acres (2 high quality
areas) for rockhounding.

7. Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and 12
additional areas as ACEC's totalling 36.916 acres.
Designate three areas totalling 1,565 acres as RNAs.

8. Maintain or increase public land holdings in Zones 1
and 2. Exchange or sell Zone 3 lands for higher public
value lands. Authorize agricultural use only where no
significant conflicts with other uses of the public land
occur. Some tracts of public land would be available
for lease or sale in the LaPine core. Exchange public
land near Bend. Prineville and Redmond as needed to
accommodate community expansion.

9. Public lands would remain open for exploration
(including geophysical) and development of mineral
resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid mineral
leasing would continue with the entire federal
reserved mineral estate and 750.467 acres of public
land open to exploration subject to standard lease
requirements and stipulations. A no surface
occupancy stipulation on 16.480 acres around
Prineville Reservoir and seasonal restrictions on
44,580 acres of deer wintering areas and 3.560 acres
of sage grouse strutting grounds would continue.
Restrictions to protect 300.000 acres of land that are
visually sensitive or of high scenic quality would be
continued. No exceptions to the protective stipulations
would be allowed.

Alternative F — (Emphasize Natural Values)

1.

No ccmmercial timber harvest would occur on the
public lands in the LaPine portion.

No livestock grazing would be allowed on the public
lands in the LaPine portion.

Remove all wild horses.

Manage wildlife habitat diversity at optimum condition
for migrating deer and at slightly less than that for
other species.

Provide aggressive fire suppression on 200.000 acres.
Designate 900.000 acres as conditional suppression
and fire use areas.

Limit off-road vehicle (ORV) use on 302,634 acres:
close 15,144 acres to ORV use. Remaining acres
open to ORV use. Millican Valley would be closed to
organized ORV use. No land would be managed for
rockhounding. Existing disturbed areas would be
reclaimed.

Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and 11
additional areas totalling 42.329 acres as ACECs.
Designate three areas totalling 1.565 acres as RNAs.

No land would be offered for sale. No agricultural use
would be authorized. Areas used for agricultural
purposes would be reclaimed. No public land within
the LaPine core area or near Bend. Redmond or
Prineville would be disposed of. Acquire through
exchange, two easements to provide public access for
primitive and unconfined recreation use.

Public lands would remain open for exploration
(including geophysical) and development of mineral
resources and related rights-of-way where no
significant conflicts with visual. watershed and wildlife
values exist. Fluid mineral leasing would continue with
the entire federal reserved mineral estate and 708.038
acres of public land open to exploration subject to
standard lease requirements and stipulations. Leases
on a total of 42.329 acres would not be renewed as
they expired to protect areas of critical environmental
concern. The no surface occupancy stipulation on
16,480 acres around Prineville Reservoir. along with
seasonal restrictions on 44.580 acres of deer
wintering areas and 3.560 acres of sage grouse
strutting grounds would be continued. Restrictions to
protect 300,000 acres of land that are visually
sensitive or of high-scenic quality would be continued.
No exceptions to the protective stipulations would be
allowed.

Vii



~Summary of Environmental .

Consequences
Air - None of the alternatives would significantly affect air
quality. - -

Soil - Over the long term, soil stability would improve
under Alternatives D. E and F, remain unchanged under
C and decline slightly under Alternatives A and B.

Water - Over the long term. water quality and quantity
would improve under Alternatrves D, E and F, remain
unchanged under C and decline slightly under
Alternatrves A and B.

Forestland - Annual harvest levels would be the greatest
under Alternative A, and somewhat less under Alternative
B. There would be no change under Alternative C. Annual
harvest levels would not change significantly under
Alternatives D and E, however. less total volume would
be harvested. Commercial timber harvest in the LaPine
portion would not occur under Alternative F.

Livestock Grazing - Forage allocations would be the
greatest under Alternative A. Increases would also occur
under Alternatives B and 3. Forage levels would remain
the same under Alternative C and decrease slightly under
Alternative E. Under Alternative F. no livestock grazing
would occur on the public lands in the LaPine portion.

Wild Horses - Wild horses would be removed under
Alternatives A, D and F. There would be no change under
Alternative C. Horse numbers and management would
increase under Alternative B with the greatest increases
occurring under Alternative E.

Wildlife — Wildlife habitat diversity would decrease under
Alternatives A, B and F. There would be no change under
Alternative C and increased habitat diversity under
Alternatives D and E.

Recreation - Overall use levels would increase the most
under Alternative A. Lesser increases would occur under
Alternatives B and D. There would be no change under
Alternative C. Slight decreases in use would occur under
Alternatives E and F.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern - All
alternatives would protect special values. The greatest
protection would occur under Alternative F. Alternatives D
and E would provide protection for more areas than would
be designated under Alternatives A and B. Alternative C
would provide the least amount of protection.

Visual - Alternatrves A and B would adversely effect
visual quality. There would be no change under
Alternative C. Beneficial effects would occur under
Alternatives D and E with the greatest protection of visual
resources occurring under Alternative F.

viii

Minerals - Alternatives A and B would significantly
benefit the availability of minerals. There would be no
change under Alternatives C and D. Minerals availability
would decrease under Alternative E and be srgnificantly
reduced under Alternative F.

Socioeconomics - Alternatives A. B and D woulo‘e
economic values in the planning area. Alternative C woul
have no change. Alternatives E and F would reduce
economic values slightly.
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Introduction: The Planning
Area

This Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact
Statement (RMP/EIS) provides a comprehensive
framework for managing public lands in the

Brothers LaPine Planning Area and for allocating
resources in that area for the next 10 to 15 years. The
document analyzes impacts associated with managing
1,069,206 acres of public land in the high desert area
around the community of Brothers, plus 45,881 acres in
the vicinity of LaPine (Map 1). In addition, 130,570 acres
of private land with federal subsurface mineral estate
where the BLM is the administering agency is included.

L d

Table 2 summarizes public land in the Brothers, LaPine
Planning Area located in five counties in central Oregon.

,fTéb!e 2. Public Land Acreage, Brothers/LaPine

Planning Area

Public Land Private Surface Approximate

Administered h Federal Total

County by BLM Subsurface Acreage

Mineral Estate of County

Crook 506,325 108,514 1,814,000

Deschutes 468,427 17,180 1,855,000

Harney 1,080 3,018 6.546,000

Klamath 26,550 0 3,926,000

Lake 92,705 1,858 5,350,000
TOTAL 1,115,087 130,570

The Ochoco, Deschutes and Winema National Forests
are the other major federal lands in the planning area.

The land is located on central Oregon’s high desert (Map
2) and in an area concentrated around the town of LaPine
(Map 3). The Brothers portion is characterized by juniper
and sagebrush with the Deschutes and Crooked River
drainages being the primary geographic features in the
area. Population is centered in and near Bend, Redmond
and Prineville.

The LaPine portion is characterized by dense stands of
lodgepole pine with occasional mountain meadows.
Population is centered in LaPine.

The Bureau of Land Management administers this public
land from the district office in Prineville, Oregon.

This Brothers'LaPine RMP EIS summarizes decisions
from the Brothers Grazing Management Rangeland
Program Summary (1983) and the Brothers Management
Framework Plan (1982) and identifies future program
development for other resources in the Brothers portion
of the planning area. In addition, it identifies program
direction for all resources in the LaPine portion of the
planning area.

9,691,000

Old Millican Well

Purpose and Need

By its very nature, a resource management plan
determines management direction for public land within
the principles of multiple use and sustained resource
yield.

In addition to the preferred alternative, this resource
management plan and environmental impact statement
identifies management alternatives across a broad
spectrum, ranging from management intended to increas
traditional economic benefits, through alternatives
designed to provide maximum protection to natural
features and scenic values. It contains an analysis of the
current condition of the resource and indicates expected
changes as a result of implementing each alternative.

Following the public comment period, the District
Manager may modify the preferred alternative based on
public comment, interagency review for consistency and
environmental or economic considerations. After review
and approval by the State Director, the BLM will publish
final RMP/EIS for public review. By the fall of 1988, a
Record of Decision will be completed.
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The preferred alternative identified in this document was-
selected-on the basis of public meetings and comments
made through correspondence, contacts with local
governments, suggestions from user groups and staff
discussion as summarized in Appendix A. . The
Brothers/LaPine RMP/EIS is being developed under the =
requirements of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act and involves interdisciplinary planning processes
applicable to multiple use and sustained resource vyield.

The RMP:EIS is written in compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the Council on
Environmental Quality regulations and specific BLM

policy.

Planning Process and Criteria

The BLM planning process, summarized in Table 3,
involves public involvement at various stages. Public
meetings to discuss issues and alternatives were held in
September, 1986, in Prineville, Bend, and LaPine.

Compseted

Comp!eted

'tnventory Data ‘and lm‘ormanon f'_" o
Collectuon -

~Complete
~ Completed
__ Completed ~

Comp!e‘zed »

~ _ Formulation of Alternative
Estimation of Effects
" Selection of a Preferred Alternative
ra. Draft RMP/EIS )
b. Final RMP/EIS ~ B
Selection of the Requggew_w W
Management Plan o
Momtonng ‘andﬁEvalu

The planning process is designed to accommodate public
use of public lands while protecting and managing the
lands in compliance with laws established by the
Congress and policies implemented by the executive
branch. of the federal government.

Planning criteria used to assist in the development of
alternatives analyzed in this document are listed in
Appendix B.

Issues

A number of specific issues were developed from
comments at public meetings, in response to the
Preliminary Issues and Alternative Brochure (BLM, 1987)
developed for the planning area.

. oas J.

Issues common to the entire planning area include: land
tenure and access, recreation management, areas of
critical environmental concern, woodland management,
wild horses and fire management. Issues related to
livestock grazing management, riparian management,
wildlife habitat and forestland management in the

: Brothers portion of the planning area were addressed ant

resolved in the Brothers Management Framework Plan
completed in 1982 and the Brothers Grazing
Management Rangeland Program Summary completed ir
1983. Livestock grazing management, riparian
management, forestland management and wildlife habitat
management in the LaPine portion will be analyzed in thi.
document.

Public comment plus input from user groups or
governmental agencies were utilized in developing
the following issues:

Land Tenure and Access

Is there a need to consolidate public land through
exchange into areas with high public value? If so, what
areas are most important? What lands, if any, should be
identified for disposal by public sale, exchange or transfe
to another agency? What should the BLMs policy be in
regard to public access and utilitytransportation
corridors? What type of access if any, should be
acquired and for what purposes and to which areas? Tht
BLM will continue to resolve unauthorized agricultural us
of public lands. What considerations should be made in
deciding whether to authorize the use (lease or sale), or
to allow the land to revert back to a natural condition?

Forestland

What should the BLMs forestry program be in the LaPin«
area as a result of the Mountain Pine Beetle infestation?
What should the harvest method and level be to
adequately protect other resources such as scenic
qualities, wildlife habitat and deer migration?

What should the BLMs woodland products program be?
Which areas should be open to woodcutting and in whic
areas should woodcutting not be permitted? Should the

volume of firewood and other woodland products made

available each year be changed?

Recreation Management

Are there areas where off road vehicle use should be
limited? Should off road vehicle use on certain areas be
prohibited altogether? If so, which areas should be limits
or closed? Should the designated boundary of the
Millican Valley ORV area be modified or the managemer
emphasis in this area changed?
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Off toad vehicle in Millican Valley

Should certain areas containing deposits of semi-precious
stones be set aside and managed specifically for public
recreation use?

Areas of Critical Environmental
Concern

Which areas, if any, are suitable for formal designation as
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs),
Research Natural Areas (RNAs), etc; to preserve
outstanding or unique scenic, botanic, geologic, zoologic,
cultural, or other resource values?

Wild

How many wild horses, if any, should be maintained and
how should they be managed?

Horses

Livestock Grazing

What should the BLMs grazing management program be
in the LaPine area? Should the BLM maintain the existing
management program, eliminate it or provide more
intensive management? ‘

Wildlife Habitat Management

What actions should be taken to protect and manage
deer migration corridors in the LaPine area? What
management practices, or habitat improvement projects
are appropriate to provide a more diverse range of
habitats in the LaPine area for wildlife?

Fire Management

What should the BLM fire management strategy be in
considering multiple use resource values and goals? How
should conditional suppression be used? What should the
BLMs smoke management policy be? What interagency
considerations are necessary for implementing fire
management strategies?

Issues Eliminated from
Detailed Study

Ongoing Statewide Wilderness Study

The wilderness study process has continued since 1979
and has progressed beyond the level of detail contained
in this RMP/EIS process. Seven areas located in the
planning area totalling 121,363 acres are being
considered for designation as wilderness (Map 2). No
further analysis of these areas for wilderness will be
included in this document; however, portions of some
wilderness study areas are considered for designation as
ACECs.

A separate statewide wilderness EIS is scheduled for
completion in 1988 or 1989. Recommendations regarding
the suitability or nonsuitability of these areas as
wilderness will be forwarded to Congress by 1991. Only
Congress can designate an area as wilderness.

Issues Resolved in Brothers Grazing
Management Rangeland Program
Summary

The Brothers Grazing Management Rangeland Program
Summary (RPS) published in 1983, identified
management direction for grazing in the Brothers portion
of the planning area. Decisions in that document were
based on an analysis of trade-offs and conflicts with other
public land resources. Decisions are now in the process
of being implemented and will be monitored and adjygted
as necessary to ensure goals and objectives for y
management of livestock grazing, wildlife habitat an



riparian management in the Brothers area are achieved..
The Brothers Grazing Management RPS decisions are
summarized in Chapter 2. Grazing management in the
Brothers portion will not be re-analyzed in this document.

BLM Planning and Resource
Interrelationships

Interagency coordination with other federal agencies,
state and local government is required by BLM
regulations (43 CFR Part 16103) and functions under
cooperative agreements or memoranda of understanding.

Federal Agencies

With parts of three national forests administered by the
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) adjacent to the
BrothersiLaPine Planning Area, the two agencies strive to
achieve similar resource management goals on adjoining
lands.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service administers the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended). The
BLM consults with that agency when it is determined that
a special status species or its critical habitat may be
affected. The BLM requests technical assistance
whenever a proposed project might impact a federal
candidate species. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
issues a formal biological opinion and appropriate courses
of action. A proposed action may be modified or
abandoned to meet those concerns.

The BLM and the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA)
coordinate resource management programs through a
memorandum of understanding. The BLM, the BPA and
the Northwest Power Planning Council are involved in
stabilization and improvement of riparian zones,
anadromous fish habitat as authorized by the National
Power Planning Act and aquatic habitat through grants
provided by the BPA. The BPA also assists the BLM in
identifying and evaluating regional utility corridor options.

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission reviews
proposals for new powersites on rivers within the
Brothers/LaPine Planning Area.

The BLM works with U.S. Soil Conservation Service on
shared soil and water management issues as well as
other resource concerns.

The BLM and Department of Defense coordinate
activities on public land under withdrawal for military
training exercises near Redmond.

The BLM and the U.S. Forest Service have several
interagency agreements regarding minerals management
on lands administered by the USFS. The BLM also has
interagency agreements on minerals management with
other federal agencies, such as the Bureau of Indian

Affairs, However, the management of minerals on lands
administered by other federal agencies is not addressed
as part of this RMP.

State and Local Governments

The Intergovernmental Relations Division of the Executiv
Department of Oregon acts as a clearinghouse for
various state agencies. State agency review of the BLM
planning process is coordinated through that
clearinghouse. Planning is also coordinated with the
county commissioners and county planning departments.

The BLM and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlif
(ODFW) work closely on site-specific activities. The
ODFW also works with the BLM on livestock grazing
management, vegetation monitoring and evaluation, and
the installation of range and wildlife improvements. The
consistency of the alternatives analyzed in this plan with
the ODFW wildlife goals are presented in Appendix C.

The BLM works cooperatively with the Oregon
Department of Forestry (ODF) in fire suppression
activities on public lands. Prescribed burning is schedule
in cooperation with adjacent landowners and the ODF.
The BLM follows Oregon’s Smoke Management and
Visibility Protection Plan when prescribed burning is don:
BLM also coordinates with ODF and private landowners
for forest harvest techniques and silvicultural practices.

The Oregon Department of Forestry (ODF), through
administration of the Forest Practices Act of 1972,
regulates timber harvest operations and related practice:
on all non-federal lands within the planning area. The
BLM has entered into a memorandum of understanding
with the ODF on minimum standards for:

Timber harvest

Reforestation of economically suitable lands

Road construction and maintenance on forested lanc
Chemical applications

Slash disposal

Maintenance of streamside buffers

The consistency of the alternatives analyzed in this plan
with the basic objectives of the Forestry Program for
Oregon are presented in Appendix C.

The BLM and Oregon State Parks Division of Departme
of Transportation regularly consult on issues related to

management of public land adjacent to state parks and

state scenic waterways.

Under a memorandum of understanding, the BLM and
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) wo
together to meet implementation requirements of the
Clean Water Act (PL 82-800), as amended. The Fish ar
Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 requires wildlife
conservation be given equal consideration and be
coordinated with other features of water developments.



The Oregon Department of Geology and Mineral
Industries (DOGAMI) and BLM have a memorandum of
understanding covering development of geothermal
resources, conservation of oil and gas, and mined land
reclamation on federal lands administered by BLM in
Oregon. DOGAMI and BLM work closely to avoid -
duplication in regulations, inspections and approval of
reclamation plans and attempt to minimize repetitive
costs to miner operators, the public and state and federal
governments.

The BLM cooperates with soil and water conservation
districts to establish mutual goals in coordinating range
and watershed practices and to gather and share
information beneficial for use on public and private lands.
Cooperation with appropriate’'weed control districts also
occurs to deal with infestations of noxious weeds.

Under Section 202 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act all BLM plans must be consistent,
insofar as possible, with resource-related plans officially
approved or adopted by state and local agencies. The
comprehensive plans for Crook. Deschutes, Lake,
Klamath and Harney counties have been acknowledged
by the Oregon Land Conservation and Development
Commission and are in conformance with statewide
planning goals and objectives. The public lands within the
planning area are generally in “exclusive farm use” or
“forestland” zones.

Appendix D shows the relative consistency of each
alternative with county comprehensive plans as they
incorporate and reflect statewide land conservation and
development goals.

County plans on minimum lot size for residences vary.
The sale of small parcels of public land would not violate
county plans because the new owners would still be
subject to county zoning requirements in obtaining
building permits.

individuals and Groups

Approximately 1.5 million acres of private land lies within
the boundaries of the Brothers:LaPine Planning Area.
These lands comprise more than 50 percent of the
surface ownership. Public lands, managed by the BLM,
comprise approximately 46 percent. Management
coordination is, therefore, essential.

Coordination and Consistency
with Other BLM Plans

Public lands north of the Brothers;LaPine Planning Area
are located in the Two Rivers Planning Area. A resource
management plan and record of decision for the Two
Rivers Planning Area was completed in 1985 and 1986.
The preferred alternative in the draft Brothers/LaPine
RMP-EIS is consistent with the decisions contained in the
Two Rivers RMP.
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The Brothers Grazing Management Rangeland Program
Summary (RPS) and-Management Framework Plan
(MFP) were completed for the Brothers portion of the -
planning area in 1982 and 1983. Decisions regarding
forestry, livestock grazing, riparian management and
wildlife habitat were made in those documents that g
still in conformance with existing planning and policv.
requirements. Those decisions have been incorporated
into this document.

The BLM will coordinate site-specific planning and
activities with the adjacent Burns and Lakeview BLM
Districts as needed.

Relationship of the Preferred
Alternative and Other
Alternatives to Tribal Treaties

A portion of the Brothers'LaPine Planning Area was
ceded to the U.S. Government by the Confederated
Tribes of Warm Springs through ratified treaty. The treaty
reserves to the Indians the rights for fishing at usual and
accustomed locations, hunting, gathering roots and
berries and grazing their stock on unclaimed land. The
interests of contemporary Native Americans include the
protection of Indian burial grounds and other sacred sites
and the perpetuation of certain traditional activities,
specifically root gathering and fishing. The Burns Paiute
Reservation may also have such interests on public lands
in the planning area.

Agreements will be established with the Confederated
Tribes of the Warm Springs Indian Reservation and Burns
Paiute Tribe on the appropriate level and timing for
consultation as required by the Archaeological Resources
Protection Act (1979) and recommended by the Historic
Preservation Act (1966). The BLM will also contact and
consult with the appropriate tribal representatives and BIA
agencies in the early stages of project or activity planning
that may affect tribal interests, treaty rights, or traditional
resource areas within ceded tribal lands.
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 Alternatives to be
Analyzed/Dropped from
Detailed Study’

Several alternatives were considered in addressing
specific issues in the Brothers.LaPine Planning Area but
were dropped fram further study. Those alternatives were
unconstrained in the production or protection of one
resource at the expense of others. They were considered
inappropriate because the proposed management
direction would violate BLMs legal mandate to manage
public land on the basis of multiple use and sustained
resource yield. They would also violate one or more
federal laws or executive orders regarding protection of
various resources (i.e. air or water quality or cultural
resources).

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and BLM
resource management planning regulations both require
formulation of alternatives. One alternative must represent
a continuation of present management or levels of
resource use. The other alternatives are aimed at
providing choices ranging from those favoring resource
protection to those favoring production.

The RMPEIS alternatives are designed to identify
combinations of public land uses and resource
management practices that resolve planning issues.
These alternatives were reached by placing varying
degrees of emphasis on resource protection or
production.

Six alternatives are considered in detail in this document.
Four have varying levels of resource protection)
production and one is a “no action” alternative. The sixth
alternative, the preferred alternative, incorporates parts of
the other alternatives.

The alternatives are displayed in Table 10.

Rationale for Selection of the
Preferred Alternative

The preferred alternative best meets policy guidance,
best satisfies the planning criteria and best resolves
identified issues. It mitigates conflicts and represents
reasonable tradeoffs between land uses while protecting
non-renewable and/or natural values.

Implementation of the preferred alternative is designed- to
accomplish the following:

e Provide for land exchanges, transfers, sales,
authorization of agricultural use and acquisition of
public access;

e Provide an annual timber harvest utilizing dead, dying
and high-risk trees in the LaPine portion while
maintaining or enhancing visual qualities and wildlife
habitat diversity;

e Provide management for motorized as well as
primitive and dispersed recreational activities with’ a
continued emphasis on minimum impact on public
land resources;

e Provide for the protection and management of all
identified areas of critical environmental concern
(ACECs);

e Maintain or improve overall watershed and vegetative
conditions:

e Balance wildfire suppression emphasis with resource
and property values-at-risk.

Management Guidance
Common to All Alternatives

The following management guidance is applicable to all
alternatives considered in detail. It is presented here to
avoid repetition.

Requirements for Further
Environmental Analysis

Site-specific environmental analysis and documentation
(including categorical exclusion where appropriate) will be
accomplished for each proposed project. Interdisciplinary
impact analysis will be tiered within the framework of this
and other applicable environmental impact statements.

Wilderness

The Bureau’s Interim Management Policy, as it relates to
the seven areas being considered for wilderness
designation, will be followed. Possible designation of
these areas as wilderness will be recognized in the final
land use decision.

Water

In all alternatives, existing water quality will be maintained
or enhanced consistent with or exceeding Oregon’s water
guality management plans and will meet or exceed
Oregon’s Forest Practices Act.

13



Vegetation

Special Status Species

Before any vegetative or ground-disturbing activity-is -
allowed, a survey of the project site for special status
plants or critical habitat will be completed. Every effort will
be made to modify, relocate or abandon the project to
obtain a “no effect” determination. If the BLM determines
that a project cannot be altered or abandoned,
consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) will be initiated (50 CFR 402; Endangered
Species Act of 1973, as amended).

B |
Peck’s long-bearded mariposa lily

The BLM will implement actions identified in the Pacific
Bald Eagle Recovery Plan as opportunity arises and
funding is available.

Forestland

Fundamental procedures developed to protect or enhance
soil, wildlife and fish habitat, riparian vegetation, water
quality, cultural and visual resources as described in
Appendix E will be used. Forestry practices will be guided
by site-specific environmental analyses. Maintaining or
improving site productivity will be a basic objective in all
forestry practices. Harvesting minor forest products such
as posts, poles or firewood will be guided by similar.
considerations.

Decisions on forestry practices (treatments) will be made
with two primary objectives: successful reforestation and
increasing subsequent growth of commercial species.
Specific mitigation recommendations will be used to
minimize unavoidable, adverse impacts and to resolve
conflicts with other resource values.
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General timber management practices common to all
alternatives in the LaPine portion of the planning area are:
1) No surfaced roads will be constructed. Access

roads will be primitive, minimum-standard spur

roads. ‘

2) Only spur roads to provide basic access for
protection and management will remain after
timber harvesting is completed (approximately one
per one-half mile). All other spur roads will be
rehabilitated. Rubber-tired equipment will generally
be used in timber harvesting activities.

3) No precommercial thinning is planned during the
next 20 years.

4) Approximately 135 acres will be set aside for
protection of wet meadows or riparian areas. No
timber harvest will occur adjacent to wet meadows
or riparian areas.

5) Visual resources will receive strong consideration
within a one-quarter mile corridor on each side of
Highways 97 and 31 and the access road to
LaPine State Park. Within Highway 97 and 31
corridors, primarily dead trees will be harvested.
Cutting areas will be shaped and designed to
blend as closely as possible with natural terrain
and landscape.

B) Natural seed tree regeneration will occur in all
areas.

7) No herbicides will be used to control competing
vegetation. Livestock grazing for vegetation contrc
will be used as much as possible to reduce
competition between grass and tree seedljngs.

8) During prescribed fire, use of best available
technology may include: residue utilizaton, mass
ignition and rapid mop up. Oregon’s Smoke
Management Plan will be followed.

9) Slash disposal outside the highway corridors
generally will be by lopping and scattering. Other
methods which meet resource objectives may
include whole tree logging, crushing, etc. Within
the highway corridor, whole-tree yarding will be
utilized. Trees will be limbed at the landing and
slash will be disposed of by burning, in
accordance with state fire protection and air
pollution regulations.

10) Personal use firewood, up to a total of
approximately 2,500 cords annually, will continue
to be available.
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Livestock Grazing

Allotment Categorization

All grazing allotments in the planping area have been
assigned to a management category. The categorization
process is designed to establish allotment priorities so
management efforts and funding can be directed to areas
of greatest need. The three categories are | (Improve), M
(Maintain), and C (Custodial). Criteria for each of the
categories is listed in Appendix F.

The | allotments are usually areas with a potential for
resource improvement where the BLM controls enough
land to implement changes. Some | allotments are under
intensive management planning cooperatively developed
by all landowners in the allotment.

The M allotments are usually where satisfactory
management exists and major resource conflicts have
been resolved.

Most of the C allotments are small, unfenced tracts
intermingled with larger acreages of non-BLM lands, thus
limiting BLM management opportunities.

Allotment Management

Grazing management is accomplished by decision or
agreement with affected parties. Allotment management
plans and coordinated resource management plans are
the vehicles to document and implement decisions and
agreements. These plans are developed by
inter-disciplinary teams and are action-oriented to
accomplish multiple resource objectives and resolve
resource conflicts. They include grazing systems,
season-of-use, number and type of livestock, range
developments or vegetative treatments and monitoring
studies that measure progress in accomplishing resource
objectives.

Grazing Systems

The particular system for a given allotment depends on
resource characteristics of the allotment, resource
objectives, needs of the operator(s) and associated
implementation costs.

Typical grazing treatments, systems available for
consideration and the general effects of each system are
described in Appendix G.

Range Developments

Ail range developments (fences and water) will
incorporate design features and standard operating
procedures discussed in Appendix H.

Range Monitoring

Range management practices will be monitored to
determine if resource objectives are being met. No
permanent changes in livestock forage use (except due
to change in land base) will be made unless they can be
substantiated through monitoring studies. If monitoring
shows objectives are not being met, the activity plan will
be modified as needed. Range monitoring studies are
described in Appendix 1.

Wildlife Habitat

Wildlife populations are managed by the Oregon
Department of Fish and Wildlife. In 1982, management
objective numbers were established for big game
populations in the planning area.

Sufficient wildlife forage and cover will be provided to
maintain existing wildlife population levels or ODFW
management objective levels.

SRR B g o %
BRI ). A
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Range developments will be designed to achieve both-
wildlife and livestock grazing management objectives.
New fences will be constructed to allow wildlife passage
and existing fences will be modified as appropriate.
Where natural springs exist and are developed, the
development will provide a mgre dependable water -
source for wildlife as well as livestock. Water troughs will
accommodate use by wildlife and livestock. The spring
area and the overflow will be fenced to exclude livestock
trampling.

Riparian and Aquatic Habitat

Management actions within riparian areas will include
measures to protect or restore natural functions, as
defined by Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 and the
Oregon-Washington Riparian Plan (1987). Management
techniques will maintain or improve current good to
excellent streambank stability and riparian vegetative
condition. Riparian habitat needs will be considered in
developing livestock grazing systems and pasture
designs.

Special Status Species Habitat

No activities will be permitted that would jeopardize
special status species. Management activities will benefit
those species through habitat improvement.

The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service will be consulted before
implementing projects that may affect habitat for
threatened, endangered or sensitive species. If an
adverse situation is determined to exist, formal
consultation with the USFWS will be initiated (Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended).

Noxious Weed Control

Infestations of noxious weeds are known to occur on
some public lands in the planning area. Control methods
including grazing management as well as
chemical/mechanical and biological methods will be
proposed and subject to site-specific environmental
analyses. Control methods will not be considered unless
weeds are confined to public lands or control efforts are
coordinated with owners of adjoining infested lands.
Proper grazing management will be emphasized to
minimize new invasions of weeds and after control to
minimize possible reinfestation.

A multi-state BLM environmental impact statement on

noxious weed control has been completed for Oregon,
Washington, Idaho, Montana and Wyoming. Copies are
available through the Prineville District Office.
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Fire Management

When prescribed fire is considered, it will be coordinated
with the Oregon Department of Forestry and adjacent
landowners and carried out in accordance with approved
fire management plans and appropriate smoke
management and visability goals and objectives. All a
provisions of the Oregon Smoke Management Plan will
be followed.

The Bear Creek Fire Use Plan, published in 1983, will be
followed for 107,000 acres in the Bear Creek watershed.
Copies are available through the Prineville District Office.
Natural ignition fires will be allowed to burn under
prescribed conditions within designated zones provided
that District suppression forces are available to monitor
and implement control actions as needed. Range
improvements will be protected. No more than four fires
in excess of 150 acres will be allowed to burn at any one
time.

The seven wilderness study areas in the planning area
require conditional fire suppression action. A special
advance interim management plan has been completed
for these areas. Copies are on file in the Prineville Distric
Office.

Rural or urban areas between high value public or private
lands and other BLM lands are managed as top priority
suppression areas. These areas are primarily in the
LaPine, Bend, Redmond and Prineville areas. The
interface areas are special concern areas because of
housing developments and adjacent high resource
values.

Recreation

Low levels of off-road vehicle use occur throughout the
LaPine portion of the planning area. Use has not been
concentrated or caused adverse impacts. All public lands
in the LaPine portion will be designated as “open” to
off-road vehicle use under BLMs ORV regulations.

Visual Resources

Before the BLM initiates or permits any major surface-
disturbing activity on public lands, an analysis will be
completed to determine adverse effects on visual
gualities.

Activities within areas of high or sensitive visual quality
may be permitted if they will not attract attention or leave
long-term adverse visual changes on the land. Activities
in other areas may change the landscape but will be
designed to minimize adverse effects on visual quality.




Dry River Gorge at Horse Ridge

Cultural Resources

The BLM will continue to identify cultural resource sites.
They will be managed for information potential, public
values and conservation. The BLM will insure that
authorized land use actions do not inadvertently harm or
destroy federal or non-federal cultural resources. Periodic
patrols of known cultural resource areas will be carried
out to discourage vandalism.

Sites will also be evaluated to determine if they are
eligible for addition to the National Register of Historic
Places. Cultural resource management plans will be
written for areas with high cultural resource values such
as Glass Buttes,

Energy and Minerals

Mineral exploration and development on public land will
be regulated under 43 CFR 3802 and 3809 to prevent
unnecessary and undue land degradation.

The withdrawals and segregation that currently exist
totalling 36,511 acres in Glass Butte and 600 acres in the
Horse Ridge Research Natural Area will not be affected
under any alternative.

Leasable Minerals

Leasable minerals will continue to be made available on
most of the land where the surface is also publicly
owned. Restrictions or changes’ in lease stipulations
proposed under the various alternatives will apply only to
areas not presently leased or areas presently leased
where leases will be renewed.

Salable Minerals

Salable minerals, including common varieties of sand,
gravel and stone will continue to be made available for
local governments. The salable mineral program involves
several quarries where state and county road
departments obtain rock for road surfacing material. New
guarry sites may be developed as needed if they are
consistent with the protection of other resource values.

All public lands are open to recreational mineral collection
unless specific minerals are subject to prior rights, such
as mining claims.

Reserved Federal Mineral Estate

The reserved federal mineral estate will continue to be
open for mineral development. Conveyances of mineral
interest owned by the United States, where the surface
is, or will be, in non-federal ownership, may be enacted
after a determination is made under Section 209(b) of

FLPMA finding:

1) That there are no known mineral values in the
land, or

2) That the reservation of mineral rights in the United
States would interfere with or preclude
non-mineral development of the land and that such
development is a more beneficial use of the land
than mineral development.

All land tenure adjustments will consider the effect on the
mineraf estate. If the lands are not known to have mineral

development potential, the mineral interest will nhormally
be transferred simultaneously with the surface.

Lands

Land Tenure and Access
Public land in the Brothers/LaPine Planning Area has

been placed into three zones as shown on Maps 4 and 5
with acreages by county listed in Table 4.
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Zone 1 delineates lands which have been identified as
having national or statewide significance: they are
identified for retention in public ownership. These lands
possess significant visual, wildlife, watershed, wilderness,
recreation, vegetative and/or cultural values.

Public lands in Zone 2 have potentially high resource
values for timber, recreation, riparian, watershed, cultural
andsor wildlife. They are identified for retention or possible
exchange for land with higher resource values or transfer
through the Recreation and Public Purposes Act (R&PP).

Public lands in Zone 3 are scattered, isolated tracts with
generally unknown resource values. They are lands
potentially suitable for transfer or disposal if significant
recreation, wildlife, watershed, special status species
and/or cultural values are not identified. Those public
lands which may be considered for disposal are listed in
Appendix J.

Rights of Way/Recreation and Public
Purposes

Public lands will continue to be available for rights-of-way,
including multiple use and single use utility/transportation
corridors following existing routes, communication sites
and roads. Issuance of leases and/or patents under the
Recreation and Public Purposes Act and other permits or
leases for development of public lands will continue.
Applications will be reviewed on an individual basis for
conformance with the Brothers/LaPine RMP/EIS to
minimize conflicts with other resources or users.

A block of public land containing approximately 25,000
acres located east of U.S. Highway 97 between Bend and
Redmond possesses high public values. This is due to its
proximity to the expanding communities of Bend and
Redmond as well as access to major highways, the
railroad and the Redmond Municipal Airport. It also
provides important open space and dispersed recreation
opportunities. This land will be retained as undeveloped
open space until such time as it may be transferred to
another public entity to accommodate community
expansion needs or used for other public purposes.

92 _705”1

Withdrawal Review

Review of other agency withdrawals are scheduled for
completion by 1891. These withdrawals may be
continued, modified or revoked. Upon revocation or

modification, part or all of the withdrawn land may rever
to BLM management.

Utility and Transportation Corridors

All utility/transportation corridors identified by the Weste
Regional Corridor Study (1988), will be designated
without further review. The corridors are displayed on
Maps 6 and 7.

All rights of way applications will be reviewed using the
criteria of following existing corridors wherever practical
avoiding proliferation of separate rights-of-way and
maintaining a corridor width not to exceed 2,000 feet.

Utility Corridor near Brothers
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Land Sales

Sales of public land are conducted under the authority of
Section 203 of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (FLPMA) which requires that one of the
following conditions exist before land is offered for sale:

1} Such tract, because of its location or other
characteristics, is difficult or uneconomical to
manage as part of the public lands and is not
suitable for management by another federal
department or agency; or

2) Such tract was acquired for a specific purpose
and the tract is no longer required for that or any
other federal purpose: or

3) Disposal of such tract will serve important public
objectives, including but not limited to, expansion

of communities and economic development, which

cannot be achieved prudently or feasibly on land
other than public land and which outweigh other
public objectives and values. including. but not
limited to, recreation and scenic values, which
would be served by maintaining such tract in
federal ownership.

Land Exchanges

Exchange of public land under Section 206 of FLPMA
requires:

1) A determination that the public interest will be well
served by making an exchange:

2) Lands to be exchanged are located in the same
state: and

L d

3) Exchanges must be for equal value but differences

can be.equalized by payment of money by either

party not to exceed 25 percent of the total value of

the lands transferred out of federal ownership.
Exchanges will be made only when they will
enhance public resource values and only when
they improve land patterns and management
capabilities of both private and public lands within
the planning area by consolidated ownership and
reducing the potential for conflict land use.

Monitoring the
Brothers/LaPine Resource .
Management Plan

The Brothers:LaPine RMP will be monitored on a
continual basis to allow up-to-date evaluations and to
respond to changing situations. Management actions
arising from activity plan decisions will be evaluated to
ensure consistency with RMP objectives.

The RMP will be formally evaluated at intervals not to
exceed 5 years. Ail plan monitorrng will assess:

1) Whether management actions are resulting in
satisfactory progress toward objectives:

2) Whether actions are consistent with current polic

3) Whether original assumptjons were correctly
applied and impacts correctly predicted:

4) Whether mitigation measures are satisfactory:

5) Whether the RMP s still consistent with the plar
and policies of state and local government. other
federal agencies and Indian tribes:

6) Whether new data are available that would requi
alteration of the plan.

As part of plan evaluation, concerned government entiti
will be requested to review the ptan and advise the
District Manager of its continued consistency with their
officially-approved plans. programs and policies. Adviso
groups will be consulted during plan evaluation.

Upon completion of periodic evaluation. or in the event
that modifying the plan becomes necessary, the Prinev
District Manager will determine what, if any, changes ar
necessary to ensure that management actions are
consistent with RMP objectives. If the District Manager
finds that a plan amendment is necessary, an
environmental analysis of the proposed change will be
conducted and a recommendation on the amendment
made to the State Director. If approved. it may be
implemented 30 days after public notice. A plan
amendment may be initiated because of need to consic
monitoring findings, new data, new or revised policy or
proposed action that may result in a change in the scoj
of resource uses or a change in the terms. conditions
and decisions of the approved plan.

Potential minor changes, refinements or clarifications ir
the plan may take the form of maintenance actions.
Maintenance actions Incorporate minor data changes a
are usually limited to minor refinements and
documentation. Plan maintenance will not result in
expansion of the scope of resource uses or restrictions
change the terms, conditions and decisions of the
approved RMP. Maintenance actions are not considere
plan amendments and do not require a formal public
involvement and Interagency coordination process.

Activity Plan Monitoring

On-site inspection of activity plans and associated
projects will be made periodically to determine if the
objectives of the activity plan or project are being
achieved or if unacceptable unanticipated impacts are
occurring.



Monitoring systems for resource management programs
(such as wildlife habitat, visual, cultural or recreation) will
be developed and an implementation schedule published
in the record of decision.

A key indicator concept of monitoring will be utilized to  »
determine what change agentsare to be monitored for
each action plan. An interdisciplinary team of resource
specialists will identify the change agents to be monitored
and the required inspection frequency.

A district-wide implementation record of all ongoing
activities and associated monitoring activities will be
maintained in the Prineville District Office. This record will
help to determine monitoring obligations and annual work
plan commitments.

Water quality monitoring will be carried out in accordance
with executive orders, specific laws, BLM policy and the
existing Memorandum of Understanding with the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality. Water quality and
vegetation monitoring will be in accordance with the
Rangeland Monitoring in Oregon and Washington
Handbook, and the Prineville District Monitoring Plan.
Copies of both are available from the Prineville District
Office.

Existing Management
Direction for Brothers Portion
of Brothers/LaPine Planning
Area

In 1982, the BLM published the Brothers Grazing
Management Program Environmental Impact Statement:
the Record of Decision and Rangeland Program
Summary (RPS) followed in 1983 and an RPS update in
1986. In addition, the Brothers Management Framework
Plan was published in 1982. These documents contained
management direction for grazing, vegetation, riparian
and forest management, and wildlife habitat management
for the Brothers portion of the Brothers/LaPine Planning
Area. These programs and their accomplishments are
summarized below using data compiled in 1982.

Grazing Management

Decisions related to livestock grazing in the Brothers
portion of the planning area are summarized in Table 5
and Appendix K.

Grazing systems which encourage upward change in
ecological status have been identified and will be applied
to more than 99 percent of the Brothers portion, with the
remainder to be managed under a system which will
maintain existing conditions. Of the total Brothers portion,
2,003 acres are excluded from livestock grazing.
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Jable 5, Brathers Grazing Management Program,

’LaPine Planmng Area

- - Available
) Forage

ffyéé of Raﬁge N T
Completed

;VDeveIopment o
‘Fence (miles) 72
.Spring (each) 4
:Pipeline (miles) 74
aWells (each) ’ ‘ 1
: ~ ) 0
i - _i,‘ 0
Wegeta on Mgnrpulatuon
tSpray/seed (acres) 0
LBurn/seed (acres). ) 9,069
{Brush control/spray (acres) 0
éBrush control/burn (acres) 800
=]uniper control (acres) }

4,810

Currently

81,555
. 5286

'L"ong-Term
Forage
Alloc Hon

134.1 35
7.427

“Identified in

Brothers
Grazing RPS

234
15
422
1
22
2

3,600
53,130
39,100
60,481
103,330

Range developments are expected to improve range
conditions while increasing available forage for livestock.
An increase of 78 percent from current allocations is

expected by the year 2000, providing range

developments and recommended grazing management
systems are implemented as scheduled and ecological

status improves as predicted.

Table 6 summarizes ecological status on upland and
riparian vegetation at the time of preparation of the
Brothers Grazing EIS and anticipated as a result of
implementing the Brothers grazing management program.



,.étatus Brothers Port
g.Area

f;,' Ecological Status
(acres)

“=Condition

~ Projected -
Condition -

;All vegetation types

arly-seral (poor)

2 | ate-seral (good)
Mid-seral (fair) )
erly -seral (poor) -

e 1982 data. Acreage drffers stightly from current Brothers portion total
& due to land tenure adjustments made since 1982,
otential natural community, o
ther: Vegetation no longer in "natural” condition. For examgle,

Vegetation Management

Upland Vegetation

Vegetation in the Brothers’portion is managed to maintain
or improve ecological status on all grazing allotments.
Vegetative condition is managed for a goal of mid-seral
(40 percent of vegetative potential) to the lower end of
late-seral (60 percent of. potential). This is accomplished
by the amount of forage allocated for livestock grazing.
the grazing management system utilized and the range
treatments or developments implemented. Table 7
summarizes vegetative types for the Brothers portion of
the Brothers LaPine Planning Area.

_ (Public acres) (Public acres)

PNC? (excellent) =

Late-seral (good) 603,976
‘Mid-seral (fair) 260,615

‘ Early-seral (poor) 45,641

1 1 6 338
1 067 577 '

: ePNC' {excellent) 20 148
= Late-seral (good) B g7 134
k id-seral (fair) 118

41,007

andoned farmiang or seedmgs Rockland and sand dunes also -~ T

“Western juﬁiper

Juniper-big sagebrush 393,580
---Juniper-low sagebrush 48,525
==Juniper-bitterbrush 5,839
- Juniper-bunchgrass 1,795

Big sagebrush 398,778

Low sagebrush
=2 Low sagebrush bunchgrass 131,205
,;Lntezmt,ttent !ake.,izgds . 4,464 ,

Other Brush Domlnant 17,924
Comfer/mountam shrub
Ponderosa pme 11,766
' ' 1920
354
1,137 '
- ~Grass/ ‘other
* Wet meadow 100
45
40,821
9,581
i , 743 B
Cqeersm

sed on 1982 data. Acreage differs shghtly from current Brothers
on total due to Iand tenureﬂaq ustments made smce 1982

< o S

Source Brothers Grazmg Draft Enwronmental Impact L
’S’t‘_“ment 1982 .

Forestland Management

There are 5,746 acres of commercial forestland, mostly
Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine, in the Brothers portion
the planning area. They are generally located in the
transition zone between the ponderosa pine:fir stands o
the Ochoco Mountains and the sagebrush/juniper land c
the high desert. A potential annual sustainable harvest c
463,000 board feet from 5,746 acres has been identifie:
Table 8 summarizes the forestland management
designations including land set aside to protect wildlife
habitat, streams, riparian and recreational uses.



Timber harvest on public lands

"Table 8. Wlldhfe «Habitat and Populatlons, Brothers

Wildlife Habitat Management

Wildlife species differ widely in their habitat requirements:
Table 9 summarizes habitat types and species
populations. Decisions made in the Brothers Grazing EIS
provide a variety of vegetative successional stages an b
corresponding variety of habitats for wildlife.

The anticipated long-term forage.available to wildlife
would accommodate ODFW proposed population
increases of 27 percent for deer, 23 percent for antelope
and 71 percent for elk.

The grazing systems implemented in deer and antelope
winter range are expected to improve or maintain habitat
conditions on 97 percent of the crucial deer winter range
and 9.5 percent of the crucial antelope winter range.

Fish Habitat Management

There are about 96 miles of stream on public lands in the
Brothers portion that have fish or the potential to support
fish. Eighty-eight miles presently contain fish populations.
There were 18 miles of fish habitat rated in good
condition, 40 miles in fair condition and 38 miles in poor
condition. None of the streams were rated in excellent
condition. Fish habitat is being improved through grazing
management or livestock exclusion along 46 miles of
stream, 55 miles of stream stabilization, 620 stream
structures and 15 acres of debris removal.

,r;{p

Table 8. Forestland Management, Brothers Portion,
Brothers/LaPine Planning Area

Public
Forestland Type Acres
Total ForestiandY 12,497
Forestland unavailable for
production of forest
products 3,851
Forestland available for
production of forest
products 8,646
Forestland set aside for
other uses 2,900
Forestland available for
intensive production of
forest products 5,746

YTotal forestland includes a portion of ponderosa pine and mixed conifer
vegetative types listed on Table 7.
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Portion, Brothers/LaPine Planning Area

Teem e i Habitat N :
s (Public ~Present
Acres)V Populationg’
Crucial winter range T 1429147 713, 800_
“Summer range- 1,067,577 11,200
Antelope
Crucial winter range 64,312 1,600
Summer range 739,968 1,640
Elk
Winter range 38,912 70
Summer range 35,200 45
Water Associated Birds
(includes surface water Moderate to
acres) 1,218 abundant?
Upland Game Birds ) Low to_
Stream riparian habitat 407 moderate ¥
Nongame Species Moderate to
Yearlong range 1,067,577 abundant¥

YBased on 1982 data, acreage differs slightly from current Brothers
gomon total due to land tenure adjustments made since 1982.

'Based on ODFW, 1982 data. ‘
¥Based on historical populations.



Riparian Management

Stream riparian areas are protected and managed to
provide full vegetative potential. This is accomplished by
grazing management and fence construction and

maintenance if warranted by multiple-use benefits. Where

fencing is not feasible, livestock use is managed to
achieve 60 percent of vegetative potential.

The Oregon/Washington Riparian Enhancement Plan
provides overall guidance and direction for management
of riparian areas within the planning area. The overall goal
of this plan is to maintain, restore or improve riparian
areas to achieve a healthy and productive ecological
condition for maximum long-term multiple use benefits
and values.

The plan details several goals and objectives for the
planning area including management strategies, proposed
projects, implementations and monitoring. The plan meets
or exceeds all of the goals and decisions set forth in the
Brothers RPS.

Livestock exclusion or restricted use along 46 miles of
stream, 55 miles of stream stabilization, 620 stream
structures and 15 acres of debris removal will maintain or
improve water quality and fish habitat. New water
development and fencing is expected to improve livestock
distribution, providing better forage utilization and
reducing the impact of concentration areas, Riparian
vegetation is expected to improve on 75 percent of the
stream riparian habitats. The remaining acres are
expected to be maintained in current good to excellent
ecological status.

Reservoir riparian habitats are expected to improve
through fencing on 7 percent of the area and to be
maintained or slightly improved through grazing
management on the remaining 93 percent. Reservoir
riparian was created with the establishment of livestock

Good condition riparian vegetation on Bear Creek

waters. It is not a naturally occurring situation and
generally does not have high habitat potential. Where
exceptional riparian potential does exist, measures have
been taken to provide both livestock water and riparian
improvement for wildlife species.

Fire Management

The Brothers Grazing EIS identified approximately
114,000 acres for prescribed burning to improve
ecological status. There has been approximately 10,000
acres of prescribed burning carried out.

Description of Alternatives

Table 10 summarizes the management direction for each
of the six alternatives and indicates what the goals for
each of the nine issues would be under each alternative.
It is provided as a means of comparing the differences
between alternatives. Table 10 also indicates the various
ways in which conflicts between resources would be
resolved. For example, under Alternative A a conflict
between a commaodity resource such as timber and a
natural value such as visual quality would generally be
resolved in favor of timber production. Under Alternative F
the same conflict would probably be resolved in favor of
preserving visual quality. The other alternatives portray a
variety of mid-range options. Tables 11 through 18
provide specific goals for forestland harvest, livestock
grazing, wild horses, fire suppression, off-road vehicle
use, areas of critical environmental concern, and mineral
leasing under each alternative.

Maps 8 through 13 identify specific areas that would be
limited or closed to ORV use under each alternative.

Appendix H lists proposed rangeland developments by
alternative.
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LA 5

gManagement Direction by
: Alternatwe

%"Table 10. Summary of Au:ernatlves
- Brothers/LaPine Plannmg Area

~--Alternative-A ;* -
* Goal: Emphasize Commaodity Production and Enhancement of
-Economic Benefits

#+ Forestland
Harvest 16 to 18 MMbf annually in the LaPine portion from 2,000 to
3,500 acres. Utilize all dead, dying or high-risk trees. Intensively manage
approximately 178,000 acres of woodlands in the Brothers portion for
post, pole and commercial firewood harvest.

-~ Livestock Grazing

- Allocate up to 19,697 AUMs in the LaPine portion. Construct 138 miles
=0f fence and 14 waterholes. Implement intensive grazing management on
‘:;all aliotments.

Wild Horses

Remove wild horses from the area in which they now roam. Allocate

forage which would have been utilized by horses to livestock grazing.

- Wildlife Habitat Management
Meet minimum requirements in accordance with existing BLM policy for

- wildlife habitat diversity. Retain no wildlife trees. Meet ODFW
management objective numbers for deer and elk.
Fire  Management T o

Provide aggressive suppression for 800,000 acres (values at risk classes
3 through 6). Designate 300,000 acres as conditional suppression and
fire use areas.

Recreation

Limit ORV use on 7,000 acres; close 1,740 acres to ORV use.
Remaining acres open to ORV (Map 8). Expand Millican Valley ORV
area to 85,000 acres.

Manage 51,280 acres (10 high-to-moderate quality areas) for
rockhounding.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and five additional areas
totalling 1,560 acres as ACEC's.

Land Tenure and Access

Maintain or Increase public fand holdings in Zone 1. Consider exchange
of Zone 2 and 3 lands for land with higher public value with emphasis on
acquisition of forestland, grazing land and mineral vaiues. Sell Zone 3
land if it meets FLPMA criteria. Acquire legal access to inaccessible
Zone 1 and 2 land, identified on Maps 4 and 24.

Sell public land in agricultural use or within LaPine core area. Transfer to
local governments or exchange public land near Bend, Redmond and
Prineville to accommodate community expansion.

Minerals ~

Public lands would remain 6pen for exploration (including geophysical)
and development of mineral resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid
mineral leasing would continue with the entire federal reserved mineral
estate and 1,115,087 acres of public land open to exploration, subject to
standard lease requirements and stipulations.

The restrictive no surface occupancy (NSO} stipulation for fluid minerals
exploration and development would be removed from 16,480 acres

L around Prineville Reservoir. The seasonal restriction on 44,580 acres of

Bdeer wintering areas and 3,560 acres of sage grouse strutting grounds

along with protective stipulations on approximately 300,000 acres of land

that are visually sensitive or of high scenic quality would also be
removed.
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N tural Values )

- Forest!and

Altemative B

Goal: Emphas:ze Commodlty Production While Accommodating

Harvest 12 to 14 MMDf annually in the LaPine portion from 1,500 to
2,500 acres. Manage 300 acres in LaPine portion for posts, poles an

commercial firewood harvest. Manage 156,000 acres of woodland in the

Brothers partion for posts, poles and firewood harvest,

Livestock Grazing .

Allocate up to 16,000 AUMs in the LaPine portion. Construct 98 miles of
new fence and 14 waterholes. Implement intensive grazing management
systems on all aliotments.

Wild Horses

Manage for average herd size of 15. Exclude 2,000 acres to protect
riparian aréa. Allocate 375 AUMs to wild horses. Allow wild horses to
roam a 25,000 acre area.

.

Wildlife habitat Management
Manage to maintain 50 percent of optimum habitat diversity. Retain 50

- percent of wildlife trees. Meet ODFW management abjective numbers for
deer and elk.

Fire Management
Provide aggressive suppression on 700,000 acres (values at risk classes
4 10 6). Designate 400,000 acres as conditional suppression and fire use
areas.

Recreation

Limit ORV use on 39,899 acres; close 5,240 acres. Remaining acres
open for ORV use (Map 9). Expand Millican Vailey ORV area to 71,000

acres.

Manage 47,180 acres (6 high to moderate quality areas) for
rackhounding.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and nine areas as
ACEC’s (35,556 acres).

Land Tenure and Access

Maintain or increase public land holdings in Zone 1. Consider exchanges
in Zone 1if lands with even higher public value could be acquired.
Exchange Zone 2 lands for lands of higher public value {Zone 1).
Dispose of Zone 3 land through exchange or sale if it meets FLPMA
criteria. Acquire legal access o 4 tracts of public land with high
recreation values as shown on Maps 4 and 24,

Authorize existing agticultural use.
Sell or lease public land in the LaPine core area.

Transfer to local governments or exchange public land near Bend,
Redmond and Prineville as needed to accommodate community
expansion.

Minerals

Public lands would remain open for exploration (including geophysical)
and development of mineral rescurces and related rights-of-way. Fluid
mineral leasing would continue with the entire federal reserved mineral
estate and 1,115,087 acres of public land open to exploration, subject to
standard lease requirements and stipulations.

The restrictive no surface occupancy (NSO} stipulation for fiuid minerals
exploration and development would be removed from 16,480 acres
around Prineville Reservoir. The seasonal restriction on 44,580 acres of

deer wintering areas and 3,560 acres of sage grouse strutting grounds
along with protective stipulations on approximately 300,000 acres of land
that are visually sensitive or of high scenic quality would also be
removed.




estland

res. Manage 200 acres in the LaPinéportion for posts, poles and
&ommermai firewood harvest. Manage 158 0007 acres in the Brothers
Eportion for posts -eoies and ﬁrewood harvest

¥ Civestock Grazing e
Fallocate 3,301 AUMs in the LaPine portion. Build no new fences or

gwaterhoies Continue to work with operators to encourage impraved

Y management

’é\;iild Horses

7,000-acre area

ildlife Habltat Management
anage to maintain 50 percent of optimum habitat diversity. Retain 50

“percent of wildlife trees. Mest ODFW management objective numbers for
er and elk

ire Management

éRecreatxon
5 Limit ORV use on 204,858 acres; close 4,815 acres to ORV use.

' Remaining acres open for ORY use (Map 10). Millican Valley ORV area
mains at 60,000 acres.

Jesignate Harse Ridge Résearch Natural Area totalling 800 acres as
CEC. Designate no other ACECs.

and Tenure and Access ) N
etain Zone 1 lands. Consider exchange of Zone 2 and 3 lands for land

gnificant resource conflicts occur. Self or lease public fand within the
LaPme core. Acqu;re access for Zone 1 and as oppoﬁunmes arse.

nd development of mineral resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid

iineral Ieasmg would continue thh the entire federai resewed mmera!

1pulanon on 16,480 acres around Prmevsiie Reservoir and seasonal
sstrictions on 44,580 acres of deer wintering areas and 3,560 acres of
age grouse strutting grounds would continue. Restrictions to protect
=300,000 acres of land that are visually sensitive or of high scenic guality
gwould be continued.

a&*'Hanrvest 7 to 9 MMbf annually in the LaPine portion from 1 OOO 5 i 400 -,

" wild Horses

. Land Tentre and Access

5 Harvest approxzmatey 8 MMbf annually from 1,000 t0 1,400 acres in t

LaPine portion. About 75 percent harvested would be high risk green
timber and sold as gne or more large sales. The remaining 25 percent
would come from small sales of dead trees located wrthm the Highway
and 31 corridors.

Manage 200 acres in the LaPine portion for posts, poles and commerc

_ firewood. Manage 156,000 acres of woodlands in the Brothers portion
- oosts po tes and ﬁrewood

|vestock Grazmg

. Aliocate up to 16,000 AUMs in LaPine portion. Construct 98 miles fen

and 14 waterholes if operators assume development expense. Impleme

intensive grazing management systems.

Remove wild horses. Allocate 210 AUMs forage which would have be
consumed by horses to wndhfe and watershed.

ledlee Hab:tat Management
Provide optimum habltat diversity for wildiife. Retain 70 percent of wild
trees. Mest ODFW management objective numbers for deer and elk.

Fire Management

_ Provide aggressive suppression for 500,000 acres (values at risk clas:

4 to 8). Designate 800,000 as conditional suppression and fire use are

Recreatlon

=Limit ORV use on 267, 076 acres; close 10,722 acres to ORV use.
Remasmng acres open to ORV use {Map 11). Expand Mn lcan Val ey
ORV area to 65,000 acres.

Manage 47,180 acres (6 high to moderate quality areas) for
rockhounding and propose the Secretary of Interior withdraw Congleto
ollow/Liggett Table area from mineral entry for semi- premous “stones.

__Areas &Critical Environmental Concern --
Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and 14 areas totalling
38,916 acres as ACEC’s. Designate three areas totaling 1,565 acres
RNAs.

Maintain or increase public land holdings in Zones 1 and 2. Exchange
sell Zone 3 fands if they meet FLPMA criteria. Acquire legal access
inaccessivle public lands in Zone { and 2 as shown on Maps 4 and 2

Authorize ag}fcu{t'ural use of public fand if no conflict with public value
exists.

Exchange lease or sell land in the LaPine core area. Transfer to local
governments or exchange public land near Bend, Redmond and Prine
as needed to accommodate community expansion.

Minerals

Public lands wauld remain open for exploration (including geophysical)
- and development of mineral resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid
= mineral leasing would continue with the entire federal reserved minera
estate and 750,467 acres of public land open to exploration subject to

-z standard jease requirements and stipulations. The no surface occupar

stipulation on 16,480 acres arcund Prineville Reservoir and seasonal
restricfions on 44,580 acres of deer wintering areas and 3,560 acres

" 8age grouse stUHing grounds would continue. Restrictions to protect
300,000 acres of fand that are visually sensitive or of high sCenic qua

b would be contmued

Exoeptions o the no surface occupancy ‘and vxsual restriction may be
permmed if certam cntena are met.




i Foresttand

1 400 acres. Manage 100 acres in LaPine for post, pole and commercial
wfirewood productien. Manage 156,000 acres of woodland in the Brothers
=portion for pasts, poles and firewood.

Livestock Grazing i D
FPAlocate 2,996 AUMs in‘the TaPine portion. Construct 3 miles of
g livestock excluswn fence. Excluds livestock grazmg from approxsmateiy

Wwild Horses

~Manage for herd size of 50. Exclude 2,000 acres o protect riparian area.

Allocate 1,050 AUMs to wild horses. Remove four and one-half miles of

= fence, Allow horses to roam a 25,000-acre area.

Wildlife Habitat Management

Provide optimum habitat diversity for migrating mule deer and other
ldiife. Retain 70 percent of wildlife {rees. Meet ODFW objective
Fnumbers for deer and elk -

Fire Management
Provide aggressive suppression on 500,000 acres values at risk classes
=4 to 6. Designate 600,000 acrés as conditional suppression and fire use
_areas.

".Recreation
“Limit ORV use on 276,996 acres; close 12,102 acres to ORV uss.
~ Remaining acres open to ORV use (Map 12}. Millican Valley ORV area
- reduced to 53,000 acres.
= Manage 42, 600 acres 2 hxgh qualxty areas
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and 12 additonal areas
—as ACEC's totalling 36,916 acres.
Designate three areas totalling 1,565 acres as RNAs.

Land Tenure and Access .
Maintain or increase public land holdings in Zones 1 and 2. Exchange
Zane 3 lands for higher public value iands. If there is no opportunity for
exchange, offer Zone 3 land for sale if it meets FLPMA criteria. Acquire
legal access to two large parcels of inaccessible Zone 1land as shown
on Maps 4 and 24.

Authorize agricuitural use only where no significant conflicts with other
uses of the public land occur. Some tracts of public land would be
available for lease or sale in the LaPine core.

Exchange public land near Bend, Prineville and Redmond as needed to
accommodate community expansion.

Minerals

Public lands would remain open for exploration {including geophysical)
and development of mineral resources and related rights-of-way. Fluid
mineral leasing would continue with the entire federal reserved mineral
gstate and 750,467 acres of public land open to exploration subject to
standard lease requirements and stipulations. The no surface occupancy
stipulation on 16,480 acres around Prineville Reservoir and seasonal

restrictions on 44,580 acres of deer wintering areas and 3,560 acres of _

_sage grouse strutting grounds would continue. Restrictions to protect
300,000 acres of land that are visually sensitive or of high scenic quality
would be continued. No exceptions to the no surface occupancy, visual,

-+ or seasonal wildlife restrictions would be allowed.

“Harvest 709 mmbf annually i i | LaF'!ne from approximately 1,000 to

acres as conditional suppression and fire use areas.

Alternat|ve F
Goal Empha3|ze Natural Values

Forestland

~ No commercial timber harvest would occur. Post, pole and commerci

i rewood harvest would occur only to ‘enhance other resource values

Livestock Grazing
_ No livestock grazing would be allowed on-public lands in the LaPine

—portion. Construct 62 miles of livestock exclusion fence.

Wild Horses
Remove all wild horses. Allocate 210 AUMs of forage to wildlife and
. watershed.

WiIdIife Habitat Management

Manage wildlife habitat diversity at optimum condition for migrating deer
and at slightly less than that for other species. Retain 100 percent of
wildlife trees. Meet ODFW management objective numbers for deer and
elk.

Fire_Management
" Provide aggressive suppressxon on 200,000 acres. Designate 900,000

Recreation
“Limit ORV use on 302,634 acres; close 15,144 acres to ORV use.
Remaining acres opén to ORV use (Map 13). Millican Valley would be

closed to organized ORV use.

No fand would be managed for rockhoundmg Ex:stmg dlsturbed areas
‘would be reclaimed.”

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
Designate Horse Ridge Research Natural Area and 11 additional areas

-~ - totalling 42,329 acres as ACECs.

Designate three areas totalling 1,585 acres as RNAs.

Land Tenure and Access

No land would be offered for sale. No agricultural use would be
authorized. Areas used for agricultural purposes would be reclaimed. No

public land within the LaPine area or near Bend, Redmond or Prineville

would be disposed of. Acguire through exchange two easements to

provide public access for primitive and unconfined recreation uss.

Minerals '

Public lands would remain open for exploration (including geophysical)
and development of mineral resources and related rights-of-way where no
significant conflicts with visual, watershed and wildlife values exist. Fluid
Thineral leasing would continue with the entire federal reserved mineral
estaté and 708,138 acres of public land open to exploration subject to

" staridard lease requirements and stipulations. Leases on a total of 42,329

acres would not be renewed as they expired to protect areas of critical
environmental concermn. The no surface occupancy stipulation on 16,480
acres around Prineville Reservoir, along with seasonal restrictions on
44,580 acres of deer wintering areas and 3,560 acres of sage grouse
strutting grounds would be continued. Restrictions to protect 300,000
acres of land that are visually sensitive or of high scenic quality would be
continued. No exceptions to protective stipulations would be allowed.




“Table 11. Foréstiand Harvest Levels by Alternative, LaPine Portion,

o

: err Brothers/LaPine
Planning Area - . - o
= . : 2% . = = e
e e Alt.B Alt.E
. “TAlt. A Commodities  Alt. C Alt.D Natural Alt. F --
Commodity w/Natural Existing Preferred Values w/ Natural
Production _ Values Management Alternative Commodities Values
“Approximate annual™- 16-18 12-14 7-09 7-9 79"
—-- harvest (MMbf)
Approximate totalt’ 100 90 80 70 60
harvest {MMbf)
“Harvest period (years) 8 4 10 7 ! -

1/ During the life of the RMP

Table 12. Initial and Predicted Peak Long-Term Livestock Forage Aliocation, LaPine Pcrtion, Brothers/LaPine

Planning Area

AL A Alt. B Alt.C Alt. D ARE

Commodity ~ Commodites w/ Existing Preferred Natural Values Alt.F

Production Natural Values Management __ Alternative  w/Commodities Natural Values
Allotment Allotment S\uglicr €s Short Long Short Long Short Long Short Long Short Long Short Long

Number Name Land Category Term Term Term Term Term Term  Term  Term  Term  Term  Term  Term
7504 Brown 525 M g3 220 93 183 93 98 83 183 93 93 0 8]
7508 Ciiff 4,448 M 343 1,843 343 1,852 343 343 343 1,582 324 24 0] 8]
7536 Helliwell 360 C 60 160 60 126 60 60 60 126 60 60 0 0
7552 Miltenberger 4,683 M 656 2,100 656 1,635 656 656 656 1,635 656 656 0 0
7554 Morgart 80 C 11 35 11 28 11 1 11 28 11 110 0
7559 Poole 1,358 M 180 565 180 471 180 180 180 471 180 180 0 6]
7574 Keliems 170 M 34 120 34 85 34 34 34 85 25 25 o] 0
7875 Stearns 518 M 97 285 97 179 97 97 97 179 g0 90 0 5]
7586 Yager 700 M 57 244 244 244 57 57 57 244 57 57 0 0
7592 A&L Sheep 8,260 M 1,012 2,885 1,012 2,127 1,012 1,012 1,012 2,127 1,012 1,012 O Q
7594 Lebeau 23 C 6 12 6 10 6 6 610 6 6 0 0
7595 Finley 2,405 M 272 1,080 272 837 272 272 272 837 272 272 s} 6]
-7597 Long Prairie 690 M 210 365- 210 300 210 210 210 300 210 210 8] 0
0999 “Unallotted 23,651 ¢ 10,018 0 8,223 0 0 0 8,228 0 0 0 8]
— TOTAL 3,031 19,687 3,031 16,000 3,031 2096 O 0

3,031 3,031 16,000 2,996



LB : :
mCommodttles ARG ARLD Alt. E
aCommodlty w/Natural “Existing ~ Preferred Natural Values Alt. F
Production Values Management éﬁgmg;ivg _w/ Commodities Natural Values
.~ Number__ _ Number umber umber Number Number
“Allotments/” “Allotments/ Allotments/  Allotments/ Allotments/
Acres . " Acres . Acres Acres

Acres

213,085
“’ﬁ%‘“ R “'771‘2’302‘"

e ‘1/6260 o0
110y T

1 0/45 418 %

T43m2230

1345, 881 13/45 881 13/45881 13122230

LA SR PTG AR L P U e, T LT DAl 44 TR ey SRR AR T T T R T T Y SR

TOTAL

1) Systems which will encourage ncreased density of ground cover vegetation (early spring, deferred, deferred
rotation, rest rotation)
2) Systems which maintain or improve existing trends in ecological condmon (hght spring-summer, deferment
one year in three, periodic non-use) T
_. 3) Systems which maintain existing trends in ecological condition {moderate season-long, continual non-use)
=~ 4) Exclusion
2/ "Additional acres of presently unaliotted and ungrazed land whould be added to existing allotments or used 0 Create
— new allotments as livesfock operatiors are willing to construct neéeded projects and provide required grazing management.
e 3 From portions of 3 allotments.




able 14, Allotments Occupied by Wild Horse Herd by Alternative, Brothers/LaPine

Planning Area -

At. A -~  aee - — T _ = -7 AmoD Alt.E Alt. F
Commodity Commoditeg. .. AT +  Preferred Natural Values Natural
Production w/Natural Valies Existing Management Alternative w/Commodity Values

Total 25,000 acres total 17,000 acres in Camp Total 25,000 acres total -Total
Removal 85,000 acres in Camp Creek Community_ Removal (15,000 acres in Removal
. reek Community Allotment O acres’ in Camp Creek
_ Allotment and 10,000 Dagus Lake Community 10,000
g _ -acres in Dagus Lake acres in Dagus.
* Allotment) Lake) g
-
ey e .

PR AR

. South Fork of the Crooked River Canyon




A A L atp Alt, E
Commodity --- “__Commodites’ oo . Preferred__ . Natural Values
] w/NatufaI Values ___ Alternativet w/Commodities .

) Less than 1 500 ac
I ass fh:n qno F LeSS than a0° F

- Less than 18 mph Less than 18 mph

More A More than 5%

Lessthan B ft_ Ny Less than vat Less than 10 ft

“Less than 2,600 ft.hr  Less than 4,600 ft. hr  Less than 4,600 ft. hr

Und;r Alternatnve C there would be 107, 000 acres con ntxonal"suppress on rden ified in the Bear Creek Fire Use Plan
ion areas would be allowed to burn

Antelope running free on the high desert near Brothers.
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’Table 16. Areas Limited or Closed to Off-Road Vehicle Usé by Alternative, Brothers/LaPine Planning Area

) . AtA T AmB ______ AtC _ AltD Alt.E
~ 7T Commodity Commodities’ ~ Existing Preferred Natural Vatues AlLF
. Production w/Naturai Values Management Alternative w/Commodities Natural Values

,losed le:tedi Closed Limited Closed Limited Closed Limited.” ~ Closed Limited Closed
Public "Public  Public ~ Public  Public ~ Public Public Public  Public Public  Public Public
- _Acres  Acres  Acres  Acres Acres  Acres  Acres  Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres

32216 5 32216 5

1442 0 1420

0 11003
'_Q"" 32 990_

5 5, 000

2 109832'”,'" 2
i Milkvetch/Tumalo 2,000 2522 1,380 3,902

VinterRange -
wéHVButtgh o

{ 7 s20
26,000 320 30,100 320

320

i 7 0 0 147 0 1477 Ao'" 1,477 ]
hFork Wsdemess "0 T3 19628 3 16488 3,143 16488 3,143 16488 3,143
dyArea o Sl e R STTmTT S Ll

160

T 5240 204,858 4815 2670




PR ——
.

(Y

AL E

S LcAIE T
- T~gommodites T T ARD Natural Alt. F
Commodm} w/Natural ~  Al.C  _ Preferred Values w/ Natural ‘

Productlon . Values No Action_ Alternatnve Commodlties - Values

Badlands
1 BenJamm (RNA)
: Forest Creeks (R

T Logan Butte

Lower Crooked aner

- Wagon Road
, Wmter Roost __ -

”Proposed as RNA
2/Exrstmg RNA/NNL

Compér‘a“tri‘v’,e‘fe Siﬁg ’Opt'iyd‘hs -

WLA . ae B Al e

ALD CALE

G(Pommoohty ‘(Commodities w/~  (Existing ~ = (Preferred (Natural Values  Alt. F
upro uct|on) ) Natural Values) Manaqem nt) Alternative) w/Commodmes) (Natural Valu
wpublie %Public  %Public " %Public Copubiic - %Pu

Acres Mineral Acres Mineral Acres Mineral Acres Mineral Acres Mineral Acres Mine
(000) Acreage (000) Acreage (000) Acreageé (000) Acreage (000) Acreage (000) Acre

“Public Land Opento 1115 90 1,115 90 751 61 751 81
Development

;—;Open to Development 0 o“ 0 0 364
&= with Restrictive
i==Stinulations

Closed to Leasing 7.6 I} 8 0o &

Reserved Federal . 131 10 137 10 131!
*Mineral Estate Open
=10 Leasing with

;Standard Stlpulatlons

1046 100  1.246 100 =

under any of the aASternat}j 7




Present Day Brothers
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Map Area
Number Name
N - 1 Badlands Wilderness Study Area
b - = 2 Barlow Cave
3 Barnes Butte
5 0 5 10 MILES 4 Benjamin
[ B B E—— 5 Cline Butte
6 Cline Falls
23E. 24 MHEELER @ poase 7 Cougar Well Wilderness Study Area
R.20E. ) R 2(E. ‘R.zia ‘ R.23E ST T T e 8  Forest Creeks
T I T 9 Fox Butte
G X EE 10 Gerry Mountain Wilderness Study Area
- = ~ { ™% 11  Glass Butte
FOREST \ 3 ) w ’ 12 Hampton Butte Wilderness Study Area
% T ; 13 Horse Ridge
& F at 1 ! il 1 14 Logan Butte
£ A\ T TR F J Nl ' 15  Lower Crooked Rivet
*S‘Ki A ¢ ] \ Mol 2] b0'/ 186 Millican Valley ORV Area
- T S g B SNt et e e I o N P TS 47 North Fork Wilderness Study Area
)5 Z " = 3= % of, e 18 Peck's Milkvetch/Tumale Winter Range
- N : Rosbno| T4 SN 19 Powell Butte
/\g;« \‘ | Dk | N s 20 Ptineville Reservoir
pa 37_\ e ! ~ Lo N 21 Sand Hollow Wilderness Study Area
it = Tj i g 22 Smith  Rocks
g D —=7-4trs. 23 South Fork Wilderness Study Area
) ] c P 24 Wagon Road
£n J o] AT 51 25  Winter Roost
¢ oCh I A/ !
F TP T |
—-[%-U _}‘4&;-‘_ 7 M. ,"; [_L\ =5 J T.188.
LELJ;S%-\J—F 53 7 i 5

1T .Mﬁ 17 o { CROOK CO
“E_v.‘.L > el C - wy | HARNEY €O
B ER == NN =t RN R
] o 1 p . .

] 1 e _— _ries. [ Off Road Vehicle Use Is Limited
i s I Y ( . 1 } to Existing, or Designated Roads
1 = ' {~ka u ; j e and Trails, or Season of Use
““}é q -~
= = oo - TN

oy 1Rt = 'I%‘;L _ O Atea or Road Is Closed To
' T NI es.. .o Off Road Vehicle Use
e d‘h;[: Ga H ST Téos. e
T L T e
G e A VS
En TN e IR EA T Mt = =
s Sl ] I N R N o s ,
Clon pe Y R = MR Tas
kL‘ r:r‘, 4 L i- 11 .- =7 g l T -
el ToY W7 [l i i Py RRe
L L C T A e ondox|_bo| B[ | |
NELED i | ——— US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
ulepton If - s — —— Bureau of Land Management
e 1 i T.228
l - e L
=T \ fo | PRINEVILLE DISTRICT
i N j : I October 1987
——'— T } e T L TET ‘ q
14 {__ = ; 3 f BROTHERS/LA PINE PLANNING AREA
) T gL SD N i T.238.
N {SIMRI] TN MAP 8
‘ nE N ‘ |
L B R 24€. .
Bl EEEOTITRN j Off Road Vehicle
n 1T 4| Area Designation
245, = .
| S e B R | (Alternative A)
i1 Pl Y |
R.2IE. R.22E. RZSE |

Brothers Portion )l
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Map
Number

O WO~ O WM —

e and Trails, or Season of Use

Area
Name

Badlands Wilderness Study Area
Barlow Cave

Barnes Butte

Benjamin

Cline Butte

Cline Falls

Cougar Well Wilderness Study Area
Forest Creeks

Fox Butte

Gerry Mountain Wilderness Study Area
Glass Butte

Hampton Butte Wilderness Study Area
Horse Ridge

Logan Butte

Lower Crooked River

Millican Valley ORV Area

North Fork Wilderness Study Area
Peck’s Milkvetch/Tumalo Winter Range
Powell Butte

Prineville Reservoir

Sand Hollow Wilderness Study Area
Smith Rocks

South Fork Wilderness Study Area
Wagon Road

Winter Roost

Off Road Vehicle Use Is Limited
to Existing, or Designated Roads

O Area or Road Is Closed To:

' HHOIN

Off Road Vehicle Use

US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

BROTHERS/LA PINE PLANNING AREA

Off Road Vehicle
Area Designation

(Alternative B)
Brothers Portion

PRINEVILLE DISTRICT
October 1987

MAP 9
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Map Area

Number Name
. - 1 Badlands Wilderness Study Area
- 2 Barlow Cave
3 Barnes Butte
e — ¢ Bemamin
5 % Cline Butte
6 Cline Falls
R.20E R.2IE. R.22E. R.23E. Raagt et O pose — 7 Cougar Well Wilderness Study Area
T [ T pt { g’ 8  Forest Creeks
: I \ /] B 9 Fox Butte
=0 U { EE . 10 Gerry Mountain Wilderness Study Area
C ] . | | | l Su Glass Butte
FOREST ) b | & [ [ i 12 Hampton Butte Wilderness Study Area
K I 1 13 Horse Ridge
T P17 = 1 14 Logan Butte
E: o ] WlE J N 15 Lower Crooked River
B O 5 Mrtrl 2, 9/ 0 res. 16 % Millican Valley ORV Area
5N : ; =TT NI A A v e e T NPT o North Fork Wilderness Study Area
CF < = = @f Eowell 18 Peck's Milkvetch/Tumalo Winter Range
: <. - - e 19 Powell Butte
gg,’\ Sk SBZ AN ST 20 * Prineville Reservoir
CoSS ) “Z’ N 4 Wl o NG M 21 Sand Hollow Wilderness Study Area
EesATE =S = i ot 22 Smith Rocks
\ > v == T7S. 23 South Fork Wilderness Study Area
- ,'5‘ - }M_E-\_;’ 24 Wagon Road
£ ér - = G{ 25 Winter Roost
3 i T I I B A \ « Existing Concentrated
Sl | e A L ) o : | : ORV Use Area
1) /s i 25 SN
— i;‘{‘;_l-u sy “',w/ entymi {1 g Q7185
ELJ::; LFY e / /'7// 14
gl ok O L AR N S cROOK €O |
PETIRRS & VAL 7 J Cleed_| [ MARNEY cO
otde| b '/7)1///4’ 7 2;%[9 . I r*q-'\ .
il = A N 2 7 o ties. 7 i imi
1 f g A o j .19 Off Road Vehicle Use Is Limited
= 82 er:r:j //C/} o’,/, /\ ¢ == M to Existing, or Designated Roads
l_ 3 L T ?// f;;////, fTiT —— Jl e and Trails, or Season of Use
4 s pala Ve -
T R R ofiH]
T R e —— J 1 Area or Road Is Closed To
z F ETA : ’ . ..y 1 Off Road Vehicle Use
T TE T F ﬁ[:—' = o I iy e T.208. [z
AR A | 9 )
n kzﬁq = i 'Smm ‘ m Undesignated but Sensitive Areas
o e e LAl o e T
ki E’?g"m ni/ L ] /Tp I i o 4+
il E J/h‘ 4 1{ On T3 ) . J‘:J ° ! T 218,
T e A W | |
= N A Al S | ReE
i JI/77 %% R |
\3(“.’7 e 7%/ aun T US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
el *{//// - { j ‘ Bureau of Land Management
A4 3 T. 228
~ =R g - ,
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I - SR I N I i - j October 1987
4 gL N1 2
— ST Sg= BROTHERS/LA PINE PLANNING AREA
i j_]‘l: o 307 d > _1'.235.
H = <
: u HELJ = MAP 10
=
- ISR J R. 24E. .
R.20E. t . ] | Off Road Vehicle
ress = \ rexs Area Designation
| — ik i (Alternative C)
R.QIE. R.22E. R.23E, l

Brothers Portion




—t T ] pe \_ \M_rr & mﬂ,u v
‘ qd 12 sy EENE o= ] L
o o I I o T§ / 4
o 2 Tl = s ol ot i. £ 8
3 AT 3 S _L._m, Er ] ln /I/ . - ¢ [
¥ M TV Jq—,/_ = LLE_ I I'N\H , ,
| ] L, T i _ 5 o
, «/wﬁwJ ,u h_m —— _. i o 5] / ™y ﬁ
ui o k4 ] [l =
i g SR e N H 2 .
T _ AT PR O |
- SR BT I A o o 7 TS B | fe | 2
TR Sy || e e =k
- i e -l NN S| S T o/ Ly 0
N "R ol AT by RN //-_,wv? Y B nl WL % B P g u
S R ] T onyt |6 1% , ANy N EREE
o = ] I i.—.y = [ J | | —,\WL ﬂrﬂ ;;—Iwmn\l._,q _w 4 - [ T
/= Bl (K w | el IR P A LT F
o = o [F2 AT E*.L_._ i rtA 8T | J & -
, ; MERT BE-IE NRiEE AR s AR f : _
L] = | ~ i e PRl [ b P , { W
8 M e NN ANC Py - HERE
E : Wl i ¢ ENEEHERENNN L S [
] it il 2 ISV iz o il eI NN AN\ "
“ d ~ o] .LP:\ B ?-h J JY,;//J// b ] w
7, R\ ™ - T | \WA :.qgm., VNN dn: ”._ o
! - I,\ \ &v j p— __.,JT ﬁ_.L Hu //V // ,)/ /1 // UJ i : :
N BIER ) N A A T N ORI AN BN | ” o
¢ 3|3, 817 , ] ) A “,‘Tw,/// K /M AR RNAT 2 o «
1 P A S i s Iy VA S y NN T AN AR )
HRPH o |4 oY //// VM/ NN Ne | -
- I RS HN B SIS NAVNNNGE RN NN T
w A R [ T L] RN ////7/% SONVINNNS B o
ol o o g R o | 21 IR INANNNAYNA .ﬁ//z/ S q ui
4 R S S TN NN N NN G . ”
|| A _ » ~~ _ ‘_u } ] . _1_ if__.l!h ./u/ .MW m_YMV .-\M @ WW
® 4 R0 Ao R —e KON N N = 6k
; G = N} TN <l - 3 52
m = ™\ (] _\.m 1 N ul _ w
..n /75_ .;‘Lwﬁ - b // > m W_
o {5 R G 23 EINJL | = / - - G « -
2 he _ SR o m &
110 § R o) w
P R E e S Rl AL _
,._, , WU‘ LS Y // i .m ?_V
u v MELITZARNN JR . U e:&r. =l w
X LR EREEEASN NN EN SERIAE :
i Jado Qva - ,..w\ ! -t
// AONT 2 =t ty NJ_ll
AN / =
_,h .,.\J 5 B .ﬁm /W/JV/-.I ,.W.w/\ o T w
o B _.? ///// C =Y =
@ R W O I (8 | =
Sill = d U
4N AR
b v 8 4 @
,, z - =

R.I9E.

46



Map Area
Number Name
- 1 Badlands Wilderness Study Area
= 2 Barlow Cave
3 Barnes Butte
- we— ;  Benjamin
. 5 Cline Butte
_ w 6 Cline Falls
WHEELER 25 E. 7 Cougar Well Wilderness Study Area
5 . R.23E. R 24E. o R.25E - g
REPE ] a 2;15 [ ]R T)E I T 8@ 8  Forest Creeks
T 7 =k 9 Fox Butte
0 8 8 ZE s 10 Gerry Mountain Wilderness Study Area
" b 'Y , ) 11 Glass Butte
FOREST Tt RELE 12 Hampton Butte Wildemess Study Area
i ; = T 13 Horse Ridge
, 1T e ] B 14 Logan Butte
35 - INEE J TRE 15  Lower Crooked River
H 2] ) Marisl o). g1/ fres, 16 Millican Valley ORV Area
= 9 > iy e d— ol | TN zd | |, 1T North Fork Wilderness Study Area
ﬁH - T 0 @ e 18 Peck's Milkvetch/Tumalo Winter Range
S : - T T cNIEES 19 Powell Butte
S5 —‘Ln £l T 5 T N 20 Prineville Reservoir
femn) | S = T T T = —mE =g 21 Sand Hollow Wilderness Study Area
Exmafv — ?j = i T g 22 Smith Rocks
0 :‘Eﬁc - - - = TI7S. 93 South Fork Wilderness Study Area
\ 1 Jru:-\f 24 Wagon Road
e E?F : A El 25 Winter Roost
2 I, Pl e g T §
’ R Ll d - L
- bk H L
C Gy n 317025 ] T \ T.18§
" ] 7& L.L.u 'j#‘ / ¥ ‘-.: AT B 1 N .
LTy = .o 2 7 L /'?
T T ey ot e RPAD VAL B L1 \ cROOK CD
=) ) - I ~:;§_._,§" ~ vy ~,H«rcf.wco
Al e A8r B0l A %O . - T“”q-’\\-j.»
El IR ,(/,'/ ;ﬁ‘ 29 [ = __"/ \ T.195. V Off Road Vehicle Use Is Limited
i RS Wi 2 /25 ) 1 4 [ A to Existing, or Designated Roads
T B A Ay A ‘ : | s and Trails, or Season of Use
I..fhjju: ,///,A/j;//,//)’ O
J,i = ull J{ﬁ‘ T £L AT, — o Area or Road Is Closed To
- = NI : ee.,,+ Off Road Vehicle Use
1 _J al n[‘ﬁu = & - - . T.208.
2 28 0 [ T el |
BEEECEEEE RN S
ey RPN i A s e
i =1 3—55’{ 2 KI(; ix = Cic 3 ‘,D —
—T [ = A A A A 4 e ! T.218
RN 072 s Ran i alz NS RN
SR A A A PR s e
E‘g,; f-/ :/A;? Z = ‘ oK ko T|
- e - / Y n
- CLRY7 /,// A —— US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
pHemetn| YA AL H Bureau of Land Management
;\ Ak 2 T. 228
- : - el 4 - <
e \ ~ PRINEVILLE DISTRICT
i BN 4 October 1987
rim= st B
i e = AP : 3= BROTHERS/LA PINE PLANNING AREA
i3 1h 2 fadd (}H T.238,
N 5 AN MAP 11
i B B LAY T
u_ YU T } R.24E. .
e | Off Road Vehicle
ress] JL BN { i“‘s' Area Designation
! a4 Wt .
1 SN i (Alternative D)
; 1
R.2IE. R.22E R.23E. !

Brothers Portion




R.ISE.

T8,

o B0 GAL vk ik TS AP - —]
! | /_.mua n { B L =
® =i iy
- + \\ J hl.s\' _r 7
r [ P 1] - e ] . "n
ul a r \ N \n\ i ] =
2 © al = e u qus ] & I
s. * e SHHT YOl e \ . < — -
! = - N : h | = F_/ n .
e M Wﬁ B, s_.H ; _ L] _ . - :
\ ] AL B P ] TT= T 4
% A= m NN T T =
F 8 . al t ks 1 N T/ a1 —
2 = d = | =] e
2 = _f 2 Fiiia_n ..— m,: V-FH%_&D = |t fodud 8
1 i o e N [:] ] -y 1| \.1 : O
- o N JARRNES I .
R e R R e A Er AN Vi s
N /] N . // 11 T Y < &
g ¥ N RS I NP N SIAIE . - i - *
- e N L N e C \ _INWH. ~ y _ ” ! tﬂr\.
Lo al ) =)0 ) < iof i
N AR AR ERE \\ o8 5 I A v S
M d A ".;/m Y :TWE .f/ ‘li, 7L‘i_; i <|& - ;U.!h [ i I .
‘Mé ﬁr m_ LDELEG%N N N ﬂta EL,EL LI 7 ” af 17 - m M
; cHPaRERR e T EEEN
: £ o = IR r_z,zﬁ ERE) g N i
ey fL (| N il 0] : { 1
_- ‘ o L raa_:aw.J P ,‘_J N \AA ¥ ' M m
A% T &3 ¢ N % -2\ e
_ A j//ll % ol ] N N o ik ) u
" RE iy d | NSRRI . w 2
= B LN R i N /,,Z/.// N RERmE
. ERR LR RN 2
4] 1] L= oo ks 1 i N VA NEONWNN A —
FEASRE ) NNANEE:E NSNS 1N
gl NN ERPORS 2
. J LSBT o NeNNSNPr N AN i
* @ M _ ﬂ WW;///,/‘//MM.//Z : //f N “m
o "~ 4 NSO N - O = - @
N [ L _ _B :L : NN ”/ 3 N | ot & <z
m2 Y 11 L. A NN\ SR TSN E e g
S W = 3 3 : 2 25
o BT 1 NS | d _!/ Ar NECh o W
] ’ = , [l br. o ,ut N 1 A ; 3
= L e | = [ =
eﬁtm A: L4 a.. AN =] n =
u i :
2 =AY . tm J | i / HIQN - : o W
« #_, Mn ; | fﬂ nm._ ) { H W x
,w.,J.a | E o ] N o
= b EATIRATE I AL
’ . = J [ o MV .
i 2 N\ hw \ — .
. et m ui
SN e S
-3 N, e .4 \/ > /\)J,J o
:.wf//r QVO a‘..W\ | ih r/
! /NI,, N N z \ - = \M&“
;/J‘V,r //, 5 i
U T w
: NN muCrak
: T TR Rtk N
—W_ M L _ ‘o

T168.
TI178,
T188
TI9S

48



Map Area
Number Name
- - 1 Badlands Wilderness Study Area
2 Barlow Cave
3 Barnes Butte
5 0 5 10 MILES 4 Benjamin
L BN I ;
5 Cline Butte
6 Ciine Falls
R.20E. R 21E. R. 22E. R.23E. R 24 NEELER ©0 posp 7 Cougar Well Wilderness Study Area
| R Emmmnmar S
{ N ﬁ:Tws 10 Gerry Mountain Wilderness Study Area
FolRES T \ >y L [ R & Glass Butte
i \ E2XNIIEEBEE ' . 12 Hampton Butte Wilderness Study Area
L * it F | ' 13 Horse Ridge
§ T 1] =1 -+38 | 14 Logan Butte
&5 , g NS ; —J 7 7R" 15 Lower Crooked River
. H \ = Morth 4 ”%o /3 ; - 16 Millican Valley ORV Area

= S Sl R R St o B = o S S T 47 North Fork Wildemess Study Area
T 5y \“ = o) el 18 Peck’'s Milkvetch/Tumalo Winter Range
= - T L 19 Powell Butte

gg« =y . ,,e =t :F > [ == O “\ ggfg; 5 20 Prineville Reservoir
o =g — T —Nc Wil T 21 Sand Hollow Wilderness Study Area
: N — 2 22 Smith Rocks
N s e T T L o —g-irs. 23 South Fork Wilderness Study Area
o515 T T B S ) g 24 Wagon Road
i 2 r% gy =T — =1 25 Winter Roost
YT T TR T T T
f" A -\Uim/[r” . "“t[ E £ l l
= = —1’1"\‘; 4 7 i i{s b S1.18s.
LR, & A 2 17k 2
)il ot e A XL ! cRook ¢o |
— = axEaratir.s 5 17 T 1| Geed ] 1| HARNEY €O
—[.a E£ ’ q //r’}/' :gé;—i;? - % —ur”é‘l’\\;

1 LI A% 1 Koy N ol s, 7 Off Road Vehicle Use Is Limited
gL il ;f:i ’/94} :” ,\l ( - (-/ N | - ///‘ to Existing, or Designated Roads
Ll LT U4 Lol Vala 5 — — i | e and Trails, or Season of Use

Rl v («’-//}r SHE B _
- = AT 1 .
Iy ﬁ"'—?}--’j; o s s p i\ I | i o Area or Road Is Closed To
— SN T . 1 *tegae Off Road Vehicle Use
T T E T 7 5 S T A — =208
] Laé Ld“t‘ . 4 i : Renck
It =37 IR )
BEELAENE SO NN T
% AR i, 5 % I [ 5
- s NN RN R S el
4 AL AN =S < S trh ! T 2Is.
PR o : /’ . /rl i —f’; = ]
e ATV AAIN A Sl ] T R.25E
- ST é < //:,// % Al ] —+ US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
: Nk it £ 4 e Bureau of Land Management
: T T A e B | T.228 g
N TN 1] 144l L
S ' il R N I 8 PRINEVILLE DISTRICT
1L o= 1N i - J October 1987
E; = Cf ; ‘ - 2z : é
§ . RS RIS DY, E e BROTHERS/LA PINE PLANNING AREA
- e NI
- L“J, A .L//(’, ji
- e MAP 12
, T T REE. .
R.zot-:gI ] S Off Road Veh|C|e
reas o 2Py naes Area Designation
L - | -
| Y ‘ (Alternative E)
nEe Ree nese Brothers Portion




R I4E R.ISE. IR.16E.
. \ . i l
| Beig |
£ .
TISS. [T \\ e B T 138.
RALE. R.I2E. R3E. EF = ﬂ_%— - R.ITE. R.I1BE.
W A g T s | T[] .
L. L L
e B
rﬁ;ghj £ T _j_ 97 I é d V’MW-\\J\\ a ) ’
’ - ohad A '3 -
il ptd £ e = Pripeville =N | A RI9E.
iyt < -
i 7/ //// EE\B‘ - g § ,i'_._l/ i “‘:?m RE. EI -
“ AL bl . 3 N, =
r|5s‘l /7".(7 g %k '3 L 7 5 | ‘ ] N o
| ,://’/ 4 21 A 158 26l 2Tpd | [ N | NATH O HAL
: ? - i . 1 ST SIEA
b L = IS =
} | pdd A g e “ = , 5] J
b ] i '2 4 o Pi -, 5 E-L:;—-ﬂ 4 r-—"d = 2 2
TI68. . . i B ‘_J ST iy, W |-
Al s AR AR Lot
/ ‘_" ‘-E— " _—F 1 3 00 o }/" a = 4 PN
\ i = P> =
T \ L = - ) =g>§. Y E? S
- -} ==
_/F_[BEND Rl & ~l | [ = = ¥ g © '
Q ’/ - = 0. - Il == — _‘_
c ; —*:\ 3-2" b Bt PR T = g
o P ™~ in-us 122 5 W y E
- r\F’V L = e AR, L7 PecrCraex — Y ;
1185, "NV A A L7 = = o
S e R
a2l VAT T 1 ¥ by T q
da | VAN, AL /,; o o = Cirﬁ“ a0 ‘ » T
3 o 1 4 el L AT
[T 7 e T =l
\:\\! ‘C‘)' s !’_1 N, j_,‘)/’}%,}r‘ C_J{ Y o =1 9 \ =
Tigs i ‘ (]T F’ 5 *;‘_" o - > A = o B i K '
RIE R.IZE. AT ¥ _/7;‘@ ) g 1 e A/
/P ) S, /7 Ly ;1 27 : — f‘x‘, P i
DESCHUTES ¥, 5 PRI ST e e LT
A4 4 ; S L o OfeSNUTH ;’E
T.208. L AP ~ AEd - ~CET 07
. NATIONG ZAT | = o ST TR P T |
T gEN = o S|~
y i -
L | P Tk s N RPN ~
R.3E. R.I4E. AP AT ] o
A Y. A
FOREST - " Fi /;
T.2ts. ( - 4
N Yl ENEI
PRINEVILLE DISTRICT RISE = !
= i ‘ %
Te2s. =T 563
AN 2 :
e . = ] F-
BROTHERS | - ' o]l g vt -
PORTION LAKE | col 3
|
. N
T238 R.I6E. R.ITE. R.I8E. '
T23s

R.I9E.




= >
5 0 5 10 MILES
T - .
WHEELER €O
R.20E. R. 2(E. R.22E. R.23E, R24E " " R2sSE. B
1 D | JTT LT e
I Tx'
: N g2
e, . \\ J-e-“lz T185.
fFolREST \ - .
! ~ 2
L T w5
il 5 Borth gy ﬁ" /é_, T.165.
i AWl “ — I
3= LF] R Fe Y i 2 o -
L~ re I =\ AR
i LT"‘O':'L fi g{‘ L',TH Er‘r =
ﬁ/aT;, g T L NG
BRGNS VJ 1 ___e}. TI78.
N T dred | = Y =TT
N ke e r‘u_.—\_, ]
S mC UL BEF WM EyA s RERE
» BT T
S . mjmu;; e B \ l
7 4 i rLHL'L \1 T.185.
LA G2 <27 ;4’
e 37 CROOK ¢
i A 7 57 7 cheoh IH‘RE%_EC’
4 07575 A =TT
= 2 A A Gl | ,CJ-' T.198.
22 A LR =a e ‘
] S A A il , |
) T YA A
] % s 9 i=%3
T L =§ 1A ¢ /:9/ }\ L‘
[l a 221 ER Ll T208.
=T 24172 1< B
o E'ﬁé: ff, # il ill Sanok
jii ,/;) ’7/ - S . 7
vy o 47 ] =T TIRT
Hian e | 3L | 2P ;’g-;ﬂ e [P —
e mie iy AN G R ) 5 ;
i Q S A 4 1 i ,UJ z | T 218,
T A ] EEE)
B S e | s
R4 2 5777 R R |
NS AGAG L1 1D - }
, N2 757wt |
y \\ R Ze e E [ ‘ i |T.228
B T et | TN 1
el AL
it I N .
N Eis = , %
T“‘g}g ',;‘:Q{ o7 = T.238.
i - . H %-, ‘ 16:' ".4, ur i
e n 1 33 111 7z St
: oy - 7 45 //
- g P Y | R24E
R.20E. i - B !
T24s. SR 245,
—{ =1 LT
R.2IE R.22E R23E. |

Map
Number

Area
Name

Badlands Wilderness Study Area
Barlow Cave

Barnes Butte

Benjamin

Cline Butte

Cline Falls

Cougar Well Wilderness Study Area
Forest Creeks

Fox Butte

Gerry Mountain Wilderness Study £
Glass Butte

Hampton Butte Wilderness Study A
Horse Ridge

Logan Butte

Lower Crooked River

Millican Valley ORV Area

North Fork Wilderness Study Area
Peck’s Milkvetch/Tumalo Winter Ral
Powell Butte

Prineville Reservoir

Sand Hollow Wilderness Study Are:
Smith Rocks

South Fork Wilderness Study Area
Wagon Road

Winter Roost

Off Road Vehicle Use Is Limited

to Existing, or Designated Road

# s and Trails, or Season of Use

o Area or Road Is Closed To

ev,s,,¢ Off Road Vehicle Use

US DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management

PRINEVILLE DISTRICT
October 1987

BIFOTHERS/LA PINE PLANNING ARE

MAP 13

Off Road Vehicle
Area Designation

(Alternative F)
Brothers Portion




52



LaPine prior to
down

? =

1935 when the store burned

Chapter 3. Affected
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Introduction

This chapter describes the public lands as they now exist
within the Brothersi/LaPine Planning Area. Emphasis has
been placed on resources that would be affected by  »
alternatives analyzed in this RMP/EIS. Unless otherwise
indicated, the discussion following the heading refers to
the entire planning area.

Information is summarized from the Management
Situation Analysis (MSA) and other resource inventories
on file at the Prineville District Office. These documents
are available for examination during normal working
hours.

Climate

Climate for the planning area is generally semi-arid. It is
characterized by long, cool, moist winters and short,
warm, dry summers. Length and character of climatic
summer and winter extremes are influenced by elevation,
local topography and rain shadow effect of the Cascade
Mountains.

The Brothers portion receives about 9 to 14 inches of
precipitation annually, most during winter and spring. The
frost-free period averages 50 to 90 days.

The LaPine portion receives about 20 inches of
precipitation annually: most is rain or snow during fall and
winter. The frost-free period averages 10 to 50 days.

Air Quality

Air quality is generally excellent in the planning area. The
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
indicated that Bend, the only monitored city in the
planning area, exceeded total suspended particulate
standards twice during 1985, the last year for which data
are available. Violations typically occur during winter
months and are attributed to fugitive dust, woodstove
emissions and agricultural and slash burning (DEQ,
1986). No other monitored pollutants that exceed Oregon
or national ambient air quality standards as specified in
the Clean Air Act have been reported.

Bend was added as a “Designated Area” to the Oregon
Smoke Management Plan in 1987 (DOF, 1987); therefore,
no record of smoke intrusions from wild and prescribed
fires exist.

Visibility, based on DEQ data from Big Lake, about 50
miles northwest of Bend, had a median visual range of
about 81 miles with a range of 10 to 155 miles during the
summer months of 1982-1986 (DEQ, 1987). In the area
monitored by the Big Lake facility, visibility is affected to
some degree about 60 to 70 percent of the time by
natural and anthropogenic sources. There are no visibility
data available from within the planning area.
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Soil

The complex and diverse soil patterns in the Brothers
portion are summarized in Appendix M.

In addition, soil data is available in the General Soil ,
Deschutes County (USDA, 1873), Prineville Soil Survey
(USDA, 1966) and the unpublished order Il BLM soil
survey. This information contains soil series descriptions,
mapping unit descriptions, interpretations and detailed soil
maps which are on file at the Prineville District Office.

Soil in the LaPine portion of the planning area is currently
being mapped by the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) for
the “Upper Deschutes Soil Survey” to be published in
1992. The SCS General Soil Map of Deschutes County,
1973, identified four major soil units for public lands in
LaPine. They are summarized in Appendix M.

Water

The water resources of the Brothers/LaPine Planning
Area lie within two major subbasins or watersheds of the
Deschutes River Basin: the Upper and Middle Deschutes
and Upper and Lower Crooked Rivers. An area south of
Brothers and Hampton consisting of small, scattered
basins and intermittent lakebeds is in the Goose and
Summer Lakes Basin (Oregon State Water Resources
Board, 1961).

A 33 -
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Crooked River upstream from Prineville.



Water Quantity

Perennial streams in the predominantly rangeland
watersheds have headwaters in the higher-elevation.
forested areas of the Deschutes and Ochoco National
’ Forests. This results in surface runoff coming in two
phases: lower elevations contribute primarily during
November through February and higher elevations
contribute during spring snow melt. Because of lower
elevations and climatic conditions, major flood events
usually occur when winter rains fall on existing snow pack
and frozen soils (Silvernale, Simonson, and Howard,
1976). There are localized flood events from
thunderstorms usually during the summer months of
June, July and August. These are generally near the
Maury Mountains and the Ochoco National Forest.

In the LaPine portion, Little Deschutes River, Cresent
Creek, and Deschutes River are streams whose origins
are in the Deschutes National Forest. Soils in the LaPine
portion do not contribute directly to surface runoff and
stream flow due to the well-drained pumice soils and the
porous underlying basalt. Pumice soils generally limit
direct surface runoff, but greatly influence a shallow water
table and aquatic recharge into these major streams in
LaPine.

Water Quality

Generally, water quality in the planning area meets
standards established by the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ, 1980) and is sufficient for
consumptive use by terrestrial wildlife and livestock.
Untreated surface water is not considered suitable for
human consumption due to high potential of pathogenic
organisms.

There are no municipal watersheds (with domestic water
systems) in the planning area.

Streams in the LaPine portion are spring-fed or
reservoir-controlled and water quality is good to excellent.
Problems with contamination of shallow aquifers is the
major water quality concern.

Specific water quality problems in the Brothers portion
are high water temperatures, sediment deposition and
lack of sufficient late summer flows. A contributing factor
is lack of sufficient riparian vegetation to shade the
stream and stabilize the stream channels Appendix L lists
water quality for streams-in the Brothers portion: no water
quality data exists for LaPine portion.

Flows entering Prineville Reservoir from Upper Crooked
River, Camp Creek, Bear Creek. Eagle Creek, Lost
Creek, Klootchman Creek, Cow Creek, and Newsome
Creek contain a high amount of suspended clays
(Silvernale, Simonson, and Harward, 1976). These
sediments come from both private and public lands and
contribute to lower water quality for downstream users.

Contributing factors are lack of sufficient upland
protective cover on highly €rosive soils and poor stream
channel stability.

The Oregon Washington Riparian Enhancement Plan
available at the District Office details proposed projects,
management and further monitoring required to reduce
sedimentation in the planning area.

Vegetation
LaPine Portion

Upland Vegetation

Table 19 summarizes the vegetative types for the LaPine
portion of the planning area. Table 7 in Chapter 2
summarizes vegetation types for the Brothers portion of
the planning area. Even though variations in the LaPine
portion’s dominant vegetative type of
lodgepole-bitterbrush-fescue exist, they are not
considered significant in terms of overall vegetative
d|verS|ty Essennally all the LaPine portlon is forested.

Riparian Vegetation

Riparian areas comprise less than.one percent of the
public land in the LaPine portion of the planning area, yet
are often the most heavily utilized. Riparian areas
contribute to biological diversity, streambank and channel
stability and water quality. Recreation, livestock,
agricultural use and wildlife all contribute to the total use
of these areas.

Ecological Status

Ecological status of the public land in the LaPine portion,
based on the relationship between the existing plant
composition on a given site and the composition of that
site in a pristine state, is shown in Table 20. Existing
vegetation is listed as potential natural community (PNC),
late seral, mid-seral or early seral status.
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~Table 20. Present Ecologlcal Status, LaPine Pomon, Table 27, Specxal “Status Plant Specles, Brothers/
Ee’PBrothers/LaPine Planni “LaPine Planning Area
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Special Status Plant Species

Twenty-one vascular plant species listed by the Oregon
Natural Heritage Data Base are either known to occur, or
are suspected of occurring, on public land within the
planning area. Of these, seven are candidates for federal
listing as endangered or threatened. All species are listed
in Table 21.
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Caposa °
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Forestland
Commercial Forestland

LaPine Portion

There are about 34,000 acres of forestland in the LaPine
portion (Map 14). Approximately 7,000 acres have been

; { P Ehh harvested or are under contract for harvesting. Table 22
yellow bells summarizes forestland in the LaPine portion. ‘
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Timber stand conditions range from mature (5 inches to
11 inches dbh) to over-mature (more than 11 inches
dbh). All sites are 40 to 70 percent stocked.

In 1978 an infestation of Mountain Pine Beetle was
identified in a 700-acre area neat LaPine. By 1980 the
infestation had spread to 7,580 acres. Nearly 80 percent
of the lodgepole pine in the LaPine portion of the planning
area is expected to be killed by the Mountain Pine Beetle
before the infestation ends within the next five years.

An environmental assessment, published in 1981,
evaluated and analyzed treatments to respond to the
Mountain Pine Beetle attack. The ensuing decision called
for an annual harvest of 7 to 9 million board feet from
1,000 to 1,400 acres, an increase of 4.6 million board
feet from the sustained annual yield of 3.4 million board
feet.

production of forestland
products ‘and harvested or
der contract for

xhienswe productxorzlj of

\cludes gravel pits, purnice desert and grassiand.
udes 135 acres of wet meadow and npanan o

e SRR X

Forestland in LaPine is currently managed to salvage
dead and dying material. Due to the beetle epidemic,
LaPine portion forestland is not managed as a sustained
yield unit. If an accelerated harvest program continues, it
is expected to become a sustained yield unit when the
accelerated harvest schedule is completed and regrowth
reaches marketable size. Regrowth is expected to take
approximately 50 years.

There is medium to high demand for the sawlogs,
chipwood, post and poles and house logs harvested.
Commercial firewood has been harvested on
approximately 200 acres per year. Approximately 1,400
cords of firewood for personal use are salvaged annually.

L 4

Noncommercial Woodland

Brothers Portion

There are almost 450,000 acres of noncommercial
woodland in the Brothers portion summarized in Table 23.
No noncommercial woodland exists in LaPine portion.

There are approximately 218,000 acres of juniper
woodlands in the Brothers portion of the planning area
available for harvest of noncommercial woodland
products.

Approximately 2,800 cords of firewood are harvested
annually from 500 acres. In addition, approximately
another 300 cords are harvested by commercial
operators from 300 acres. In addition, some post and
poles are harvested for personal use.

Livestock Grazing

LaPine Portion

Grazing in the LaPine portion is leased under Section 15
of the Taylor Grazing Act. Nine livestock operators
currently hold grazing leases on 13 grazing allotments
covering 22,230 acres as shown on Map 15 and Table
24,

Use levels on the allotments are light to moderate.
Grazing management is best described as light,
season-long grazing. Of the 3,031 AUMs allocated on the
LaPine grazing allotments, 2,019 were sold in 1986.
Appendix F lists allotments by management category.

Timber harvest in the past five years has significantly
increased the amount of grass production. Approximately
6,800 AUMSs of transitional forage are unallocated. No
demand currently exists for this forage.
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Wild Horses
Currently, 14 horses roam on public land in the
Brothers/LaPine Planning Area. When the Wild Horse and
Burro Act was passed in 1971, the horses roamed a

27,000-acre area which constitutes their historical herd
range. This area is shown on Map 16.

Originally these horses were thought to be unauthorized
animals on public land and were not addressed as wild
horses. New information indicates these horses are
“wild” as defined by the Wild Horse and Burro Act.

The 14 horses are in two small bands and range 17,000
acres in the Camp Creek Community cattle grazing
allotment. Four animals occupy the South Fork Canyon
riparian pasture year-round. Ten animals range in the
Sulfur Butte, Upper Table and Twin Buttes seeding
pastures. This herd is restricted to one of three pastures
when fence gates are closed for cattle control from April
through October. During the winter, the horses roam the
area as open gates allow. Horses do not occupy 10,000
acres of their historical herd range in the Dagus Lake
Allotment due to year-round gate closure between Camp
Creek Community and Dagus Lake Allotments.

Herd numbers have been relatively stable since 1976. A
few colts are occasionally observed, but the population
fails to increase substantially. The reason for the lack of
growth in the herd’s size is unknown.
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Wildlife Habitat

LaPine Portion
Upland Habitat Diversity -

Habitat diversity is the variety of land forms, vegetation,
vegetation fypes and water in any given habitat type. For
example. lodgepole pine adjacent to wet meadows
increases habitat diversity around the perimeter of the
wet meadow (edge effect). A variety of plant structure
(physical aspects of vegetation) and plant species
increases habitat diversity. Specific examples would be
clumps of high grass in a grazed meadow, several age
classes of willow along a stream and snags or dead trees
in a stand of timber. The diversity of wildlife species is
directly related to vegetative diversity and both are an
integral part of habitat stability.

The diversity of vegetation in any given habitat depends
on its ecological status. Habitat diversity can be
correlated with ecological status. Mid-or late-seral
ecoiogical status generally has greater habitat diversity
than early-seral or climax condition.

Wildlife habitat is considered as the prime determinant of
wildlife welfare and, since wildlife usually responds to
vegetative structure rather than composition, structurally
similar plant communities are grouped into distinct and
important habitat types.

There are approximately 340 wildlife species within the
planning area. Evaluation of the effects of management
practices on the total population of each species is very
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difficult. However, the life form concept, the grouping of
animals based on specific requirements for feeding and
reproduction, allows a grouping of all wildlife species .
found in the planning area into one or more of the 16 life
form groups which are summarized in Appendix N.

The major wildlife habitat types occurring on public .S
are iodgepole pine-bitterbrush-grass, wet meadow and
riparian. Approximately 81 species are dependent on
lodgepole pine-bitterbrush-grass type (Thomas, et al.).

Lodgepole more than 50 years old, with trees greater
than 11 inches diameter, is considered a unique and
important habitat type. Only scattered stands remain.
Nearly all forestland has been, or will be, harvested as a
result of the Mountain Pine Beetle infestation.

Big game and special status species are discussed in
detail because of their economic importance, legal status
or sensitive position.

Big Game Habitat

Mule Deer

Mule deer are found throughout the LaPine portion of the
planning area with most use occurring during migration.
The heaviest use by mule deer is indicated on Map 17.
Certain sections of this migration corridor, however.
appear to be more important as deer travel routes than
others. Areas immediately south of Lava Butte, near
LaPine State Park and between LaPine and Gilchrist
appear to be areas of maximum deer crossing (ODFW.
198586). Deer populations on public lands are slightly
below ODFW management objective numbers.



Rocky Mountain Elk

Elk are scattered throughout the LaPine portion of the

planning area in small groups. No crucial elk winter range

has been identified in the area. No ODFW management
’objectlve numbers have been idestified.

Riparian Habitat

Wildlife riparian habitat condition is directly related to
ecological status. Plant diversity in riparian areas
increases with an increase in ecological status. Wildlife
species diversity increases with a higher ecological
status. As ecological status increases. the total area of
riparian habitat also increases. Besides allowing for an
increase in wildlife species using the habitat, it also
provides habitat for more individuals within each species.

Cavity dwellers including woodpeckers, other small birds,
small owls and flying squirrels are found throughout the
area. Populations of some woodpeckers are thought to be
declining because of the reduction in older age-class
trees.

Streamside riparian habitat in the LaPine area consists of
10 acres along 1.5 stream miles on public land. Map 17
shows the location of known riparian habitat. These are
used during all seasons of the year by nearly 80 percent
of the 340 wildlife species in the area.

Present riparian habitat condition in the LaPine portion is
good to excellent.

Fish Habitat

Fish habitat along the Little Deschutes River and
Crescent Creek is good to excellent. Primary species are
brown and rainbow trout, mountain white fish and brown
bullhead. Occasional species include three-spined
stickleback and brook trout.

Special Status Wildlife
Species

Table 25 lists federal and state-listed special status
wildlife species for the Brothers LaPine Planning Area.
Bald eagles are primarily winter migrants in the Paulina
and Crooked River valleys. Occasional spring and
summer feeding use occurs in the LaPine area from
nesting pairs on adjacent U.S. Forest Service land.
Ferruginous and Swainson’s hawks are primarily winter
visitors in both areas: they have had occasional to rare
nest locations.

L4

The peregrine falcon is strictly a winter migrant. Sage
grouse are found scattered throughout the Brothers
portion but are not present in the LaPine portion. The
Townsend big eared bat is found primarily in lava caves
in the Brothers area. One cave on public land is
gonsiderad one of the most important sites in Oregon.

B

able 25 Spec:al Status Animal Species,

= Brothers/LaPine Planning Area -

Status

*Name State!  Federal?
- Bald eagle ! T
= Ferruainous hawk 2 - C
: egnne falcon E
wainson's hawk 2 G

C

C

3 -Endéngered or th_reatened throughout range

Endangered or thréatened in Oregon but more common elsewhere

3 =01 concern in Oregon
m Federal Regxster Notice of Review, September 18, 1985

angered ) . ,

T} reatened N

ion can be made to esiher propose the species for listing as

ered or threatened or to drop the species from further -
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Fire Management

Currently all wildfires on public land or threatening public
land are agaressively suppressed, except 107,000 acres
covered by Bear Creek Fire Use Plan

The Brothers portion of the planning area averages 69
wildfires each year, ranging from isolated single trees to
several thousand acres. During the last 14 years, the
average size of a given fire has been 26 acres. Most fires
have been caused by summer lightning storms. Size and
fire behavior depend on weather and fuel conditions.

Fire is a natural part of the ecosystem: fire return
intervals for similar fuel types is 16 years (Martin, 1982).
The predominant fuel types are sagebrush/grass and
juniper/sagebrush.

Overall resource damage has been minor. However,
some losses have occurred to improvements such as
fences.

The LaPine portion of the planning area averages two
fires per year; the average size is less than one acre.
About 60 percent have been human-caused.

The planning area has been evaluated for damage to
resource values by fire. Values at risk classes have been
established and range from Class 1 (lowest values at risk)
to Class 6 (highest, special consideration values at risk)
and are shown on Maps 18 and 19. Values at risk are the
basis for determining suppression action.

Recreation

There are more than 248,000 visits per year by

recreationists on public lands within the Brothers’ LaFine

Planning Area. Table 26 summarizes current estimated
“ recreation use on public land within the planning area.

. Recreati’on,_ ,
Visits

;&;Drlvmg for pleasure

110,000

~ish1ng 33,000
31,000
25,000
16,000
12,000
21,000

e “khoundmg

248,000  ---

Eino data exists for LaPine port|on of the p anning area,

ludes taxget shooﬁng, waterspprts, horseback yiding. photography,

The Chimney Rock Recreation Site on the Crooked River
is the only developed recreation site on public land in the
planning area. The eight-mile portion of the Crooked
River downstream from Bowman Dam receives
approximately 65,000 visits annually.

Fishing the Crooked River near Chimney Rock Recreation Site
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Recreation use in the Brothers/LaPine Planning Area has;

increased approximately one percent per year during the

last six years and is expected to continue increasing at a
similar rate over the next 5 t0 10 years.

Appendix 0 lists additional areas- containing high quality
or unusual recreation values.

Off Road Vehicle Use

Off road vehicle (ORV) use is primarily associated with
hunting, fishing, rockhounding and driving for pleasure.
Existing trails receive most ORV use. Rocky terrain,
steep slopes and dense clusters of junipers restrict
cross-country travel in much of. the Brothers portion. Low
levels of ORV use occur throughout the LaPine portion.

L d

Cross-country ORV use occurs during hunting season in
the LaPine, Brothers, Hampton, Prineville Reservoir and
Millican Valley areas and also in the Frederick, Hampton
and Cline Buttes area. Map 10 in Chapter 2 displays
areas designated as limited or closed to ORV use as well
as areas of ORV use concentration.

Table 27 lists areas where limited or closed ORV
designations have been implemented.

Off-road vehicle use in Millican Valley has been guided b
the Millican Valley ORV Management Plan which was
completed in 1979. This plan identifies seasons of use fo
both casual and competitive riding within the 60,000 acre
area.

e ST A o g

/Badlands”_WSA

_Hampton Butte WSA

T T TR R

country ORV. ,
ed to ORV use due 1o steep slopes

) Lriﬁuted"?b desrgnated roads and trails and
isting roads and tra:ls




Rockhounding

Rockhounding in the Brothers portion of the planning area
is a popular recreational activity and is summarized in
Table 28. Map 20 shows significant rockhounding areas
within the planning area. No significant rockhounding
occurs in the LaPine portion.

A minerals segregation covering 36,511 acres of public
land exists in the vicinity of Glass Buttes. The
segregation prohibits entry under the mining laws for
obsidian and chalcedony.

Estimated

T ) Public
cation  Type of Mineral  Quantity Acres Quality
% Sear Creek Mouth Yes, by hiking ~N&S of Prineville Agate moss agate ' tlon;Lthqs 1,300  Moderate
§Bearcﬁreek ' “Yes, by dit 10 mi due N of Petriﬁed wood Large amount 200 Moderate to
e T d Brothers . ... .. . . T High
"“Yes, by gravel 4-8mi SWof ‘Pmk 8 green fimb eood 33,000 High
and dirt road Paulina ‘casts, incl. dendrites,
“ﬂ‘agates petrmed wood 7
2 mi SW of “Moss agate angel  Seattered 400 Moderate to”
_ Drmn\nllp off Paulina wing |g
,f:‘ e e ' B R "“':' SRR T ‘;%
Petrified wood Scattered 1,920 High T
., 8 dxstmct yarialies of Scattered 9.600 High -
obsu:han ) ~
- . : Oy o R e
- ampton Wood Green/Bla pe tnﬂed merous 2,240 Moderate to
&= Owens Water/South wood scattered “High
=3 L _ areas_ (
T TR TR : e .
Adjacent to Ochoco  Ochoco jasper Very hmrted 640
Reservoir, north side A S
NW o Blécli méés agate 'r’"Li’mited ‘ 1,280
S. ... _ . Pockets e
{4'minorth of " ‘Scattered o }760”;

Brothers
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Rockhounds at Congleton Hollow

Wild and Scenic Rivers

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers System was created
by Congress (PL 90-542) to preserve selected rivers in
natural, free-flowing conditions. Segments of the Crooked
and Deschutes and Little Deschutes rivers are included in
the Nationwide Rivers Inventory, compiled by the National
Park Service. Map 20 and Table 29 show those
segments of rivers included in the Nationwide Rivers
Inventory which cross public land in the planning area.

A two-phase process has been proposed by the Bureau
of Land Management to study rivers included in the
Nationwide Rivers Inventory for possible addition to the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System. The first phase
is the eligibility determination which identifies rivers or
segments of rivers which may be eligible for wild, scenic
or recreational designation. The second phase is the
suitability report which is a more detailed study that
makes a final recommendation to the Secretary of the
Interior and Congress regarding suitability or unsuitability
of a river for wild, scenic or recreational designation.
Congress makes the final designation.

Two river segments were determined to possess
outstandingly remarkable resource values and are
free-flowing, thus eligible for inclusion in the National Wild

and Scenic Rivers system. The two segments found to
be eligible are a 20-mile segment of the North Fork of the
Crooked River located between the U.S. Forest Service
boundary near Big Summit Prairie and Teaters Ranch. In
this area the North Fork crosses approximately 11 miles
of the Ochoco National Forest (which has been
determined by Ochoco National Forest to be eligible), 6
miles of BLM-administered land and 3 miles of private
land. The other eligible segment is an 8-mile segment of
the Lower Crooked River between Bowman Dam at
Prineville Reservoir and Hoffman Dam. All of this
segment is located on BLM-administered land except a
small portion of land near Bowman Dam which is
administered by the Bureau of Reclamation.

The North Fork of the Crooked River is a free-flowing
river that winds through a large tract of public land
currently being studied for possible wilderness
designation. This river is a tributary of the Crooked River
and has an average annual flow of 167 cfs. The river
canyon ranges from 300 to 900 feet and its topography
includes vertical to steep-sloped basalt. Although there is
some evidence of past timber harvest and vehicle access
roads, the river canyon area contains outstandingly
remarkable scenic, botanical and zoological values. This
river segment has the potential of being classified as wild
under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.
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Crooked River downstream from Bowman Dam

74




.

The Lower Crooked River downstream from Prineville
Reservoir is regulated through Bowman Dam and has an
annual average flow of 446 cfs. This river meanders
through a scenic and rugged basalt canyon which
includes basalt cliffs, escarpments and clusters of
western juniper growing on steep-hillsides. The Chimney
Rock Recreation Site and State Highway 27 are adjacent
to this river. This river segment has the potential of being
classified as recreational under the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act.

The remaining river segments listed in Table 29 were
determined to be ineligible for further study as potential
wild, scenic or recreational rivers, due to the lack of
outstandingly remarkable resource values. A copy of the
eligibility determinations are available for review in the
Prineville District Office.

) .- - Number of River
Total River Segments

.- Miles Identified Crossing Pubilic
in Nationwide Land Within

Approximate
Total River
_Miles Within
Rivers Inventory Planning Area Planning Area

, Brothers/LaPine Planning Areay

A detailed suitability study will be completed for the
eligible segments of the North Fork and Lower Crooked
Rivers. This study will be conducted by BLM and will
involve the Ochoco National Forest and the National Park
Service and will be coordinated with other federal, state
and local agencies. Opportunities for public involvement
will be provided. Interim protection for these river
segments will be provided pending a final decision
regarding the suitability of these river segments for
designation as components of the National Wild and
Scenic Rivers system. No management activities will be
allowed which would adversely affect the eligibility or
classification of these two river segments under the
National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

horeline

“Total S Total Shoreline

Mileage on BLM Mileage on
Administered Other Public Mileage on
Public Land Ownerships Private Land

~ Within Planning

Area Area Arear

- Within Planning Within Planning

Total Shoreline

“"Deschutes River

202
- Crooked River -

Little Deschutes
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Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern

There are some areas involving special resource qualities
that may require different or more intense management
practices to protect or enhance unique qualities.

Currently there are no designated areas of critical
environmental concern in the Brothers/LaPine Planning
Area. Eighteen areas were nominated by the public and
BLM staff for designation. Appendix P lists the ACEC
nomination and analysis process.

Six areas were dropped from further consideration
because they failed to meet ACEC criteria after public
review of the Brothers/LaPine Proposed Issues and
Alternatives booklet published in March, 1987, and .
evaluation of these areas by a BLM-interdisciplinary team
and District Manager. Appendix P lists those ACECs
which were dropped and indicates management direction.
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The remaining 12 areas were determined to meet ACEC
criteria and are listed in Table 30 and shown on Map 21.
Horse Ridge is an existing RNA and is a National Natural
Landmark, but has not yet been designated an ACEC.

Visual Resources

There are currently 300,000 acres of public land in the
Brothers/LaPine Planning Area with high or sensitive
visual qualities. Much of this land is located along the
Crooked River and its primary tributaries between Smith
Rocks and Paulina as well as near Bend, Redmond and
adjacent to Highway 20 near Glass and Hampton Buttes
and Horse Ridge (Map 22). Similar visual qualities are
located in the Powell Buttes (south of Highway 126), and,
along Highways 97 and 31 in the LaPine area (Map 23).

The remaining public lands generally do not contain high
or sensitive visual qualities due to the lack of diversity in
the landscape, vegetation, water or color. They may also
contain unnatural intrusions.
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Cultural and Paleontological
Resources

The BLM identifies; evaluates and protects cultural -
resources and insures actions do=:not inadvertently harm
or destroy federal or nonfederal cultural resources. Sites
are evaluated to. determine if they are eligible for addition
to the National Register of Historic Places.

The BLM has identified 415 prehistoric sites in the
Brothers/LaPine Planning Area. These include
manufacturing and maintenance stations, temporary
camps, quarries, milling stations, rock art, rock shelters
and burial and resource exploitation sites.

The BLM has identified 108 historic sites. These include
sites with a settlement and exploration/transportation
theme, as well as townsites, public buildings, graves/
cemeteries, and military, agricultural and industrial
themes.

Detailed surveys prior to authorizing various actions have
provided intensive survey information on 39,400 acres

e 8

Early settlers entering the Crooked River Valley

SRR

(3.5 percent) of public land in the planning area. Site
densities range from 6 sites per 40 acres to one site per
640 acres.

There are no cultural sites on public land in the

- Brothers/LaPine Planning Area listed on the National

Register of Historic Places. However, two sites near
Bend, one near Glass Buttes and one near Post have
been identified as potentially eligible for the National
Register.

Relatively little is known about the overall extent or
density of paleontological resources within the planning
area. There are approximately 380,000 acres of
geological formations in the planning area which may
contain fossils (paleontological sites).

A literature search conducted in 1981 identified a total of
4 paleontological sites on or near public lands in the
planning area.

Paleontological resources are considered prior to
implementing land use actions as directed by the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FCPMA) of 1976.




Energy and Minerals

There are approximately 325 mining claims in the
Brothers/LaPine Planning Area as of January 16, 1987.
Known exploration for traditional locatable minerals is .
minimal. Some gold exploratidn is occurring. Mercury was
produced in Crook County but production ceased many
years ago. Exploration for traditional locatable minerals is
expected to remain minimal during the next 20 years with
minor economic production.

The east flank of the Cascades, including the LaPine
area, is classified as potentially valuable for geothermal
resources. Most of the public land is estimated to have
low potential while much of the surrounding National
Forest has moderate to high geothermal potential.

Glass Buttes, Twelvemile Table and Powell Butte areas
are classified as potentially valuable for high temperature
resources. Many shallow and several moderately deep
temperature gradient holes were drilled in the Glass
Buttes area in the late 1970s. This exploration showed a
small area of geothermal potential but not large or hot
enough to be of current commercial interest. Exploration
has been minimal in the 1980s. Economic geothermal
development will probably occur on National Forest lands
but not on BLM managed lands in the next 10 to 15
years.

Nearly all of the Brothers portion is classified as
prospectively valuable for oil and gas. Lands inside the
North Fork, South Fork, Sand Hollow, Gerry Mountain,
Cougar Well and Hampton Butte Wilderness Study Areas
have been identified as Areas of Critical Mineral Potential
for oil and gas. Much of the northeastern portion of the
planning area has been leased for oil and gas under 10
year noncompetitive leases. This leasing has been in
effect for 5 to 10 years. Currently, 16,480 acres leased
for oil and gas exploration and development have no
surface occupancy stipulations to protect high visual
qualities and sensitive watershed conditions around
Prineville Reservoir. An additional 48,140 acres have
seasonal restrictions to protect sage grouse nesting areas
and winter range for deer. Restrictions to protect visual
qualities also exist on 300,000 acres near primary travel
corridors and communities within the planning area. A
total of 600 acres in the Horse Ridge Natural Area has
been withdrawn from a mineral entry to protect the
unigue vegetative resources associated with this area.
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Nearly all exploratory wells that have been drilled in the
area have had shows of oil and/or gas. Exploration has
virtually stopped in this area because of the severe .
downturn in the petroleum industry. It is projected that the
next 10 to 15 years will see periodic exploration as in the
past with one or two exploratory wells drilled when th
petroleum industry recovers. 6

Bentonite is produced commercially by two operators
along Camp Creek in Crook County. They operate on
mining claims and, in general, produce a relatively low
quality calcium bentonite. Production volumes are
unknown. Unknown amounts of facing stone are
produced in the area and diatomite was previously
produced from the northwest portion of the area. Potential
for these mineral products are good in several areas. It is
expected that the next 10 to 15 years will see a
continuation of bentonite production, some facing stone,
and exploration for and testing of diatomite deposits.
These operations are managed under the surface
management of mining claims regulations.

Sand, gravel, clay and cinders in small to moderate
amounts are sold or given to local governments as free
use. These minerals are available for sale on a limited
basis when a public need is demonstrated and the sales
will not compete with private enterprise. Sales are always
at appraised fair market value. No major construction
projects are projected within the planning area in the next
10 to 15 years and therefore no large increase in demand
is expected for these construction materials.

Within the planning area, there are approximately 131,000
acres of reserved federal mineral estate. The majority of
this is in Crook County.

Semi-precious minerals are a true mineral resource, 